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ABSTRACT
A great deal of sexual interest and communication occurs at the nonverbal level in
the form of gestures and signs. Nonverbal behaviors like smiles, winks, body postures,
physical space, eye contact, clothing, among other cues and gestures, add subtle
communiqués of romantic attention because the verbal expression of sexual interest can
lead to embarrassment, confusion, and ambiguity. These nonverbal courtship behaviors
are important and have been used to examine the dynamics of sexual initiation and
interaction both in and outside of marriage (Gecas & Libby, 1976). A primary aim of the
present study is to create a flirtation questionnaire that accurately captures the flirting
behaviors of both men and women to help individuals who are not adept at understanding
flirtation behaviors or experience difficulties interpreting or enacting flirtatious
behaviors. As the literature currently stands, there exists a gap between behavioral items
measured out in the field and self-reported behavioral items recorded via surveys. The
results of the study found a four-factor solution making up the Basic Behavioral Flirting
Questionnaire (BBFQ), and those factors included: nervousness, togetherness,
lovemaking, and prosocial. The confirmatory factor analysis did not reach significance.
Clinical implications are addressed in the discussion section with the interpretation of
nervousness and prosocial flirting behavioral items. Future research and study limitations
are also addressed in the discussion section.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
A great deal of sexual interest and communication occurs at the nonverbal level in
the form of gestures and signs (Gecas & Libby, 1976). The researchers proposed that this
may be due to the pressure and the perception that direct verbal communication of
interest may open one up to social rejection and/or may be culturally taboo (Gecas &
Libby). Nonverbal behaviors such as smiles, winks, body postures, physical space, eye
contact, and clothing, add subtle communiqués of romantic attention to reduce
embarrassment, confusion, and ambiguity (Gecas & Libby). These nonverbal courtship
behaviors are important and have been used to examine the dynamics of sexual initiation
and interaction both in and outside of marriage Gecas and Libby (1976) posit that these
nonverbal behaviors which underlie the communication of sexual interest, while
minimizing rejection, is flirting. Non-verbal communication allows one the distinct
advantage of saving face by allowing oneself to back out of a romantic interest proposal
that one misperceived (Gecas & Libby).
Rosenblatt and Cozby (1972) found that women often initiate flirting in attempts
to express their interest indirectly. Flirting is a common theme for many species in the
beginning stages of courtship, wherein females often initiate the courtship (Beach, 1976;
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Jesser, 1978; White, Matochik, Nyby, & Barfield, 1998; McCormick, 1979; Remoff,
1981, 1984; Tennov, 1979). Evolutionary psychology posits that it would be costly to
miss behaviors, signs, and gestures communicating romantic interest (Buss, 2003, 2007;
Darwin, 1859, 1871; Trivers, 1972). When a potential mate misses the cues of romantic
and sexual attraction, then they miss out on a potential mating opportunity (Buss, 2003,
2007; Darwin, 1859, 1871). The ancestral past rewarded those who could signal and
decode sexual and romantic interests effectively (Buss, 2003, 2007; Darwin, 1859, 1871).
Previous research examined men and women experiencing difficulty approaching
members of the opposite sex and asking people out on dates (e.g., Lesure-Lester, 2001;
Schlenker & Leary, 1982; Stevens & Morris, 2007). There are even skills training for
heterosexual-social anxiety (Curran, 1977). There does not, however, exist a list of
specific nonverbal behaviors that could facilitate in helping men and women decode signs
and signals of romantic interest. A comprehensive flirting guide could help those with
anxiety role play and practice the act of flirting with their peers, therapists, and friends.
Few pieces of scientific inquiry within the psychological domain of flirtation
exist. With the rise of evolutionary psychology, the study of flirtation has increased over
the past twenty years. There has been a significant increase in research on the ethology of
flirtation, which consists almost entirely of behavioral observations (e.g., Ahmad &
Fisher, 2010; Fichten, Tagalakis, Judd, Wright, & Amsel, 1992; Givens, 1978;
Renninger, Wade, & Grammer, 2004). There currently exists no empirically validated
measure of human flirtation behavior. Though many studies have cataloged observable
flirtation behaviors, none have developed a way to measure flirtation using self-report
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methods. As such, a measure used to help facilitate social anxiety treatment, specifically
involving dating, would be useful.
One of the most common themes individuals report coming into therapy to
resolve is loneliness (Matthews et al., 2018). Moreover, loneliness has been suggested to
be the root of other mental health problems including depression, stress, social anxiety,
and paranoia (Jaremka, Fagundes, Peng, Bennett, Glaser, Malarkey, & Kiecolt-Glaser,
2013; Lim, Rodebaugh, Zyphur, & Gleeson, 2016; Matthews, et al., 2018) as well as
concerns related to physical health, including the common cold, sleep disturbances, and
mortality rates (LeRoy, Murdock, Jaremka, Loya, & Fagundes, 2017; Lyall et al., 2018;
Steptoe, Shankar, Demakakos, & Wardle, 2013). Great Britain has gone so far as to
appoint a minister for loneliness (Yeginsu, 2018). It appears that now more than ever is a
great time to develop a behavioral catalog of behaviors that signal the beginning of the
early stages of courtship so that others might learn and develop skills necessary for
courtship and entering a successful relationship.

Justification
What makes courtship before marriage so important? Research has indicated that
marriage is positively associated with one’s physical, emotional, and cognitive well-being
(Ribar, 2004). For example, married couples have more substantial incomes and have
higher living standards than their single counterparts, and marriage may lead them to be
more economically productive (Ribar).
Research suggests that marriage is positively associated with improved economic
conditions for adults and families compared to single or divorced peoples (Ribar, 2004).
Married persons share the cost of many household expenses such as TV, cable, internet,
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phone, and groceries, which bring down the cost per person in the household. On the
other hand, for one individual purchasing the same items, the costs are more expensive
(Waite, 1995). Jones, Briggs, and Smith (1986) found that median household wealth for
those who were married was 132,000 dollars compared to 76,000 for persons who were
separated, 33,670 for those divorced, 42,275 for those widowed, and 35,000 for those
never married. Remoff (1981) found that, on average, married couples saved more money
over time than their single counterparts. Women, however, see mixed economic benefits
as a product of marriage compared to men (Ribar, 2004).
Women’s earnings and careers have been shown to have modest disadvantages as
a result of marriage. Research conducted by Waldfogel (1997) revealed that married
women have a slight wage advantage compared to women who have never married but
earn less compared to divorced women. Lerman (1996), Sigle-Rushton and McLanahan
(2002), and Thomas and Sawhill (2002) calculated that marriage for women is associated
positively with raise their incomes and negatively with poverty. Verbrugge (1979) found
that marriage was positively associated with productivity for men and had a weak
negative association with productivity for women. The researcher also found that wages
between married and unmarried women differ by race, with Black women’s wages being
negatively associated with marriage, but positively associated with motherhood.
Verbrugge (1979) concluded that the positive associations for men and motherhood for
Black women were responses to greater financial responsibilities.
Furthermore, on average, married men tend to make more than unmarried men
(Ribar). Research continues to find a positive correlation between marriage and income
for men (Cornwell & Rupert, 1997; Ginther & Zavodny, 2001; Gray, 1997; Hersch &
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Stratton, 2000; Korenman & Neumark, 1991; Richardson, 2000; and Stratton, 2002). For
example, for men, the most significant increase in earnings comes in the first couple of
years of marriage (Korenman & Neumark, 1991). Korenman and Neumark (1991) found
that performance ratings at work were higher for married men than for those who were
unmarried. Additionally, even the type of marriage appears to affect earnings for men.
Ginther and Zavodny (2001) found that men married via “shot-gun” weddings earned
more over time than unmarried men, but less so compared to other married men.
Marriage has also been found to be associated with a reduction in mortality rates
for men and women (Sorlie, Backlund, & Keller, 1995). Mortality rates are also
negatively associated with being married (Murray, Holmes, Dolderman, & Griffin, 2000).
Research indicates that self-reported satisfying and close marriages, as well as longlasting marriages, are also negatively associated with lower mortality rates (Lillard &
Waite, 1995). Hemström (1996) found higher mortality rates for those who were
separated or divorced compared to those who were married. Coyne, Rohrbaugh, Shoham,
Sonnega, Nicklas, and Cranford (2001) found that people who rated their marriages of
higher quality had lower mortality rates. It has also been found that divorced men have
higher mortality rates, along with those who remain unmarried over time (Hu &
Goldman, 1990). Lillard and Waite (1995) found mortality rates for men and women
decreased throughout a marriage and greater mortality rates for never-married men.
Mortality is higher for married people living with other relatives and previously married
people living alone (Rogers, 1996). Other research has revealed lower rates of mortality
for relationships in which the wife reports that her husband is a source of support
compared to relationships in which the husband reports his wife as a source of support
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(Tower, Kasl, & Darefsky, 2002). Besides mortality, marriage is also associated with
various health outcomes.
Research has demonstrated that marriage has negative associations with health
outcomes, including medical visits, disability, and stress (e.g., Anson, 1989; Berkman,
1969; Renne, 1971; Verbrugge, 1979). Divorce is positively associated with risk-taking,
drinking problems, smoking, and less physical activity (Umberson, 1987, 1992).
Verbrugge (1979) found that being unmarried is associated with numerous health
problems (e.g., activity limitations, disabilities, medical visits, and/or hospital days).
Research conducted by Anson (1989) revealed worse outcomes for divorced and nevermarried women on health variables such as increased number of doctor visits and chronic
and acute morbidity compared to married women. Michael, Berkman, Colditz, and
Kawachi (2001) found a more significant overall decline in physical vitality and mental
health in women living alone compared to women living with a spouse or with others.
Research conducted by Murphy, Glaser, and Grundy (1997) suggested less long-term
illnesses for women and men in their first marriages and more illnesses among widowed
and divorced men and women. Umberson (1992) found that divorce was positively
associated with men’s cigarette and alcohol consumption, negatively related to weight for
both men and women, and negatively correlated to the number of hours slept for women
reported.
Married people tend to engage in less risky behaviors compared to those
unmarried (Umberson, 1987, 1992). Also, rates of suicide are lower among married
adults, while rates are higher among widows (Luoma & Pearson, 2002). Marriage has
been associated with adherence to mammograms for married women (Shippee,
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Wilkinson, & Ferraro, 2012). Men and women who were married reported less alcoholrelated problems, drinking and driving, substance abuse, and failure to maintain an
orderly lifestyle compared to unmarried or widowed individuals (Umberson, 1987;
Waite, 1995). It is thought that marriage might support self-regulatory behaviors that
encourage monitoring one’s health (Ross, 1995; Umberson, 1987, 1992) and may also
facilitate finding meaning in one’s life and a sense of obligation to others (Gove, 1973;
Umberson, 1987). Berkman (1969) found better health outcomes for stress for mothers
who were married compared to those divorced or single. The happier the marriage, the
greater the health benefits. Renne (1971) found that marital happiness is positively
associated with better health (i.e., less chronic illness, depression, neurosis, isolation), an
unhappy marriage is associated with worse health outcomes (i.e., more chronic illness,
depression, neurosis, isolation) than those associated with divorce.
Marriage benefits also include psychological well-being. Kim and McHenry
(2002) found that single people who transitioned into marriage had lower levels of
depression than those who moved into cohabitation. Young adults transitioning into
marriage experienced the most significant declines in depression, followed by those who
cohabitate and single people (Lamb, Lee, & DeMaris, 2003). Research into the social ties
of marriage has found that married individuals reported closer relationships with their
parents than cohabiters and single individuals (Eggebeen, 2005; Nock, 1995). Marriage
has been found to improve emotional responses in couples as well (Horwitz, McLaughlin,
& White et al., 1998; Simon, 2002). For example, one study revealed that entering a
marriage increased the perceptions of health relative to those who cohabitated or were
single (Musick & Bumpass, 2012). Musick and Bumpass (2012) found that individuals
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who were married scored higher on perceptions of global happiness and self-esteem than
single or cohabitating persons.
Marriage is also positively associated with more sexual behaviors (Waite, 1995).
Men and women who are married or cohabitating reported a higher frequency of sex per
month than those who were single (Waite). Marriage and cohabitation increase the
probability of more sex with a partner. Married men report greater satisfaction with their
sex life frequency compared to single or cohabitating men; however, no differences were
reported among women in the three groups (Waite). However, both married women and
men reported higher emotional satisfaction in their sex lives than the other two groups.
Marriage may, therefore, facilitate an emotional investment in sex, which may contribute
to the frequency of sex reported by married persons. Greeley (1994) believes that sex is
an integral part of a marriage, helping to bring couples closer together emotionally and
deal with the occasional ruts that occur within a marriage. However, to experience the
benefits associated with marriage, one must first find a partner to marry.
Because marriage plays an important role in the mental and physical wellbeing of
both men and women, it is vital to study the process of courtship, which often precedes
the majority of marriages in the United States. This study aims to explore the scientific
inquiry of flirting behaviors that often take place during courtship. The beginning stages
of courtship and courting are integral in beginning a long-term relationship. Flirting is
defined as “to play at courtship: act the lover without serious intent” (Merriam Webster,
Inc. 2002, p.871). Gecas and Libby (1976) operationally define flirting as “a way to
communicate one’s desires with a minimum risk of rejection, in that the cues are
generally less committing and more easily disavowed than an actual verbal proposition”
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(Gecas & Libby, 1976, pg. 42). Flirting, therefore, may be conceived as practicing
courtship behaviors with little to no risk. From an evolutionary context, flirting is used to
engage another in an attempt to initiate and engage in a short- or long-term romantic
relationship (Fox, 2004). For this dissertation, flirting will be explored in the context of
initiating courtship.

Literature Review
Sexual Selection
Charles Darwin recognized the essential evolutionary processes were selection
and survival (Darwin, 1859). Darwin detailed the feathers of peacocks and how they must
have a sizeable metabolic cost (Darwin, 1859). Darwin also documented that males and
females of different species were dissimilar in size and shape (Buss, 2007). Considering
that both sexes often had to endure similar survival problems, Darwin questioned what
made them differ in morphology (Buss, 2007). In his quest to answer this question,
Darwin developed the theory of sexual selection (Darwin, 1859, 1871).
The theory of sexual selection (Darwin, 1859, 1871) posits that adaption occurs
over time via the process of sexual selection rather than specific survival advantages. For
example, a peacock does not pass down its plumage because it offers a specific
adaptation towards survival in its environment; instead, the plumage gets passed down
because females sexually select it. Darwin described the sexual selection as being
comprised of two parts: intrasexual competition and intersexual selection (Darwin,
1871). Intrasexual competition usually involves members of one sex (typically, males)
who are competitive concerning access to potential mates (Buss, 2007). An example of
intrasexual competition is two rams locked in a fight with the victor gaining sexual access
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to the female and the loser failing to mate (Buss, 2007). The generic qualities of the
winner are passed on via mating, whereas those of the loser are not passed on because
mating, at least, in this case, does not occur. Evolution produces winners of same-sex
competitions (Buss, 2007). Intrasexual competition may manifest in males acquiring a
status and/or dominance through non-physicality because both are linked to access to
mates (Betzig & Turke, 1986; Buss, 2003). The hypothesized purpose of the intrasexual
competition is that the heritable characteristics that lead to a winner, whatever they may
be, are passed down to future generations (Buss, 2007).
Intersexual selection involves the preferences of members of one sex for specific
characteristics of members of the opposite sex (Buss, 2007). An example of intersexual
selection would be if women preferred males with blue eyes; in such a case, men with
blue eyes would have the advantage. Men with blue eyes would be preferred over men
with brown or green eyes and would consequently be more likely to mate with the female
(Buss, 2007). If this preference remained consistent over time, there would be a
population increase in the frequency of offspring with blue eyes. In summary, the sexual
selection for specific characteristics in a mate creates evolutionary variation- either
increasing desired or decreasing undesired features (Buss, 2007).
Darwin’s theory of sexual selection hypothesizes trait differences between males
and females provided certain reproductive advantages in the past. Buss defines sexual
selection as “the process of the evolution of characteristics based on reproductive
advantage, as opposed to survival advantage” (Buss, 2007, pg., 164). Sexual selection
allows members of a sex to successfully outperform or successfully compete against
other members of the same sex (Buss, 2007). For example, some characteristics that lead

11
to intrasexual competition include strength, size, cunning, intelligence, and/or even social
skills, all of which may increase in prevalence due to their inherent behavioral
reproductive advantages (Buss, 2007). Intrasexual winners are thus able to increase their
access to numerous and more desirable mates.
The second part of Darwin’s theory of sexual selection posits that one sex can
evolve advantageous qualities through the process of intersexual selection (Darwin,
1871). If one sex displays preferences about qualities and characteristics that are
desirable to that sex, the members of the opposite sex who retain the desired traits will
have a preferred mating advantage (Buss, 1994). These desirable qualities are reflected in
traits like antlers and plumage or psychological characteristics such as being less riskaverse in acquiring resources. These traits are chosen because they are desirable to
members of the opposite sex (Buss, 1994). Intrasexual and intersexual psychological
traits have likely been selected throughout human evolution (Buss, 1994).
Darwin called the intersexual selection process “female choice;” however, males
also exercise a significant amount of choice (as cited in Buss, 2007, pg. 503). The
interplay between intrasexual competition and intersexual selection may influence mate
competition in one sex (in this instance, males) by the selection preferences of the
opposite sex (females) (Buss, 2007). The theory of sexual selection explains as to why
men and women differ both psychologically and behaviorally (Buss, 1994). Though
Darwin’s theory of sexual selection was initially designed to address the many empirical
riddles he observed, he was unable to explain why (Buss, 2007). Darwin noted that males
are often the more competitive sex, yet he was unable to provide enough explanation as
to why this is so (Buss, 2007). It was not until approximately a century later when an
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evolutionary biologist proposed parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972) to explain
which sex is more likely to compete and which is more likely to exercise choice.
Parental Investment Theory
The theory of parental investment (PI; Trivers, 1972) explains the sex differences
in mating strategies. The theory of PI posits that the sex that invests more in their
offspring will be choosier in mate selection (Trivers, 1972). Trivers hypothesized that
females who carry their young to term would lead to greater PI, which translates to
women being the choosier sex in mate selection (Buss, 2007). Bearing and breastfeeding
children are costly evolutionary ventures for women, and a nine-month gestation period
is frequently the minimum amount of time a mother will invest in her offspring’s life. On
the other hand, one investment (or act of sexual intercourse) is all that is necessary for a
man to produce offspring (Buss, 2007). Trivers’ theory follows basic economics,
suggesting that those who hold valuable resources do not give them up arbitrarily (Buss,
2007). Evolution favored women that were selective in their choice of a mate because
women who were not choosy were more likely to have experienced low reproductive
success (Buss, 2007). The women in the ancestral past who were careful about their mate
selection (e.g., selecting men more likely to stick around and invest in offspring) were
more successful in raising their children into adulthood (Trivers, 1972). The more an
individual devoted to effortful PI, the better the chance at exercising thorough and
successful, mate choice. The sex that diverted less energy to offspring is hypothesized to
be more competitive to have access to the high investing sex (women) (Trivers, 1972).
The comparative investment between the two sexes is a key component of sexual
selection with the high-investing sex (women) being more selective and the low investing
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sex (men) being more competitive among members of their sex for the chance at
procreation (Buss, 2007).
There are numerous examples of female selectivity in various species, including
elephant seals (Bertram, 1975; Peterson & LeBoeuf, 1969), fish (Weber & Weber, 1976),
mice (McClearn & DeFries, 1975), gorillas (Nadler, 1975), birds (Wiley, 1973), monkeys
(Beach, 1976), and rats (Doty, 1974). PI theory posits that each sex devotes time, energy,
and other valuable resources into caring for its offspring; as such, each sex has a mating
strategy related to its relative offspring investment (Trivers, 1972). However, women are
likely more selective in choosing a potential partner because their investment in offspring
is much greater compared to men. On the other hand, research indicates that there may be
more variability in male’s ability to decipher flirtation behaviors from women because
the sex that invests less in offspring has more intrasexual competition when attempting to
gain access to potential mates (Buss, 2003, 2007). For men, decoding flirtation behaviors
might mean that they are less selective when choosing to mate with a potential partner,
perhaps because they must spend less time taking care of the child (Trivers, 1972).
Greater variability in decoding flirting for men may mean that some men may be more
adept at picking up flirting cues while others are less so. Men who are unable or
unwilling to pick up on flirting cues may wait way too long to make sure enough
proximity has occurred. The slow response might be due to a need to ensure that, if they
are going to invest most of their energy into one potential mate, it will be worth their
time. For example, a man many seek reassurance that a woman is interested in him before
he decides to pursue her.
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Psychological sex differences that are hypothesized to exist for men include, but
are not limited to: paternity uncertainty, gaining sexual access, sex differences
hypothesized for women include: identifying men who are able and willing to invest
resources in offspring (Buss, 1994). Paternity uncertainty occurs because fertilization
happens internally with females, and men can never guarantee that the offspring are their
own because there is no evidence that men can sense when women are ovulating (Buss,
1994). Since females tend to invest more heavily in the wellbeing of their children,
females, in an evolutionary context, tend to be considered the choosier sex when it comes
to mate selection, and men seeking sexual relationships are more likely to compete for
them (Buss, 1994). Men that were able to gain sexual relationships with one woman were
also likely to have accessed other women compared to men who had not been granted
sexual access.
Women spend an excessive amount of time caring for their children (e.g., a ninemonth pregnancy, subsequent feeding, etc.). Those who selected men with the ability to
provide appropriate resources were better able to provide for their children. Mothers and
children with better resources were more likely to survive. However, finding men with
resources is half the problem. It was important for men to invest resources in the
evolutionary past, and women who developed the ability to detect men’s readiness to
invest in her and her offspring may have had an adaptive advantage over those who did
not (Buss, 1994). These are a few of the adaptive problems that men and women would
have had to deal with throughout our ancestral past and may continue to face today.
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Mating Strategies
Mating is part of the evolutionary process in charge of producing adaptations
(Buss, 2007). Those who fail to mate subsequently fail to become ancestors. Failure can
include the inability of appropriate mate selection, lack of mate attraction, or the inability
of mate retention, which is necessary for reproduction. Humans are all descended from
ancestors who were able to reproduce successfully, and modern humans have inherited
efficacious mating strategies (Buss, 2007).
The ability to mate successfully often requires finding ways to solve courtship
problems (Buss, 2007), including finding and selecting a fertile mate, competing against
same-sex rivals, fending off mate thieves, preventing a mate from leaving, and
participating in the sexual and social behaviors that are compulsory to conception,
childbirth, and rearing a child (Buss, 2007). The significant courtship problems
encountered by humans over millennia include the fact that people have evolved a wide
array of psychological adaptions related to mating patterns (Buss, 2007).
There is no place where every person has an equal desire to mate with everyone
(Buss, 2007). In all places, people have preferences for particular mates because desire is
the central feature of mating. Desire determines the people to whom we are attracted as
well as those who are attracted to us and thus can affect attraction behaviors. Mate
retention requires continued tactics to provide reproductively related resources that
satisfy a mate. From mate selection to mate abandonment, a person’s desire can influence
every step of the courtship process (Buss, 2007).
Humans are not just monogamous or promiscuous, and neither are they
necessarily polyandrous or polygamous, which means that there may exist many mating
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strategies from which a person can choose to find a partner (Buss, 2007). For instance,
the sex ratio of the dating pool might influence different mating strategies between the
sexes. If there are more women than men in the dating pool, then men might employ
more sexual short-term strategies (at least in theory), whereas if there are more men than
women in the dating pool, men who exhibit more long-term dating potential are likely to
succeed at finding a partner. Another mating strategy is that of making oneself desirable
to the opposite sex in relation to one’s cultural norms (Buss, 2003). According to PI, sex
differences exist when it comes to finding a mate, and specifically suggest that women
might desire partners who signal long-term strategies like investing resources in
offspring. However, there are both long-term and short-term mating strategies.
Women have more PI to produce children; they are predicted to be more
discriminatory when selecting a mate (Buss, 2007). The evolution theory holds that
women have adapted to seek out characteristics in men that reliably lead to a woman’s
reproductive success (Buss, 2007), and includes men’s behaviors that signal the ability to
invest resources, physically protect, demonstrate promise as a good parental figure, and
remain sufficiently compatible with values and goals without imposing too much cost on
the women and her children (Buss, 1994, 2003). In pursuit of understanding long-term
sexual strategies, specific sex differences emerge that span across various cultures (Buss,
2007). For example, women tend to desire men with good financial prospects, ambition,
conscientiousness, social status, and older (Buss, 2007). Each of these qualities is, in
some way, indicative of a male who can sufficiently provide for the woman and her child.
What characteristics do men look for in a partner? Men tend to place greater
emphasis on physical cues indicative of a women’s reproductive health or that which
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suggests fertility and reproductive value (Buss, 2007). Fertility, as defined by Buss
(2007), is the “immediate probability of conception” whereby the reproductive value of
the female may be conceptualized as her “future reproductive potential” (pg. 506). Men
reported a preference for women who were younger than themselves; indeed, the
preference of a younger woman was the strongest sex difference reported in a
cross-cultural survey (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Previous research revealed that an age
preference for males was associated with a greater emphasis on the physical
attractiveness of females (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Women were also found to value
physical attractiveness but did not place as high a degree of importance on this trait
compared to men. These sex differences appear to be relatively stable across cultures and
may have emerged as an adaptation to solve sex-difference mating problems, and
includes women’s preference for men who have access to resources for investment in
offspring and men’s partiality for youth and physical attractiveness (Buss & Schmitt,
1993). These preferences likely lead to a difference in behaviors expressed by each sex to
acquire a mate.
The theory of parental investment offers strong logic for predicting sex
differences adapted for short-term mating strategies (Buss, 2007). According to Buss and
Schmitt (1993), the act of casual sex is more likely to appeal to men compared to women.
When asked how many sex partners they have had, men reported a significantly greater
number of partners (18) compared to women (4.5). Another solution to the problem of
sexual access for men is the reduction in time between meeting a desired female and
copulation (Buss, 2007). For men, the less time to elapse before sexual intercourse, the
more time they have to seek additional opportunities to mate. In various research surveys
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(e.g., Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008), men were
significantly more likely to self-report that they would be willing to have sex with
someone after knowing them for only one hour, one day, one week, and/or one month.
The adaption for men to be open to sex indiscriminately did not, however, evolve in the
absence of willing women (barring deception or forced coercion) (Buss, 2007). Despite
significant costs in short-term mating for women, it is unlikely that short-term mating
strategies evolved with the lack of benefits to outweigh the costs (Buss, 2007).
As previously suggested, people have a wide variety of behaviors from which to
choose when trying to court a potential mate, including whether to engage in short-term
or long-term mating strategies. One strategy involves a long-term commitment, such as
marriage or engagement. The key to this long-term strategy is to invest in one’s offspring
(Buss, 2003) heavily. Congruent with the theory of PI, sexual selection favors males and
females who are choosy in selecting a partner because poor long-term partner selection
would have been evolutionarily costly. However, not all courtship encounters need to last
long-term. Short-term strategies also served a purpose in the ancestral past. Historically,
it was not uncommon for a person to be in a long-term relationship while simultaneously
engaging in other affairs (Buss, 2003). When it comes to mating strategies, both men and
women have specific traits and characteristics that make them more attractive to potential
partners.
There are shared commonalities between men and women when searching for a
mate. For example, research demonstrates that mutual attraction and love are highly
valued qualities shared by both sexes (Buss, 2007). Men and women desire partners like
themselves in political orientation and religious beliefs. Intelligence is also found to be a
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desirable trait for both sexes. Buss (2007) theorizes that the desirability of intelligence in
one’s partner is likely related to possessing the skills required to parent successfully. Both
sexes also look for partners who demonstrate qualities related to kindness and
cooperation, long-term commitment, sociability, and empathy. Dependability was also
found to be a sought-after trait, as it relates to reliability, cooperation, and an overall
willingness to help. The similarities between couples likely lead to a minimal amount of
social conflicts and better long-term happiness in marriage (Buss, 2007). However,
differences between the sexes also exist, including how each sex engages in the process
of mating.
Buss (2007) posits that studies of behavioral strategies used by both sexes to
attract a potential mate parallel the expressed desires of the opposite sex. Women, for
instance, tend to devote more significant amounts of effort toward enhancing their
physical appearance to attract their male counterparts (Buss, 2007). Moreover, frequently
when women attempt to discourage a potential mate from the attractions of a rival,
women target and attack the rival’s physical traits more so than any other attribute (e.g.,
saying another women’s head looks big) (Buss, 2007). Men, on the other hand, tend to
disparage their rivals by questioning the competitor’s professional prospects or calling
them lazy, unambitious, and lacking life goals (Buss, 2007). Men also have more of a
tendency to display resources to attract a potential mate. When both sexes are trying to
mislead one another, they do so use the appeals of the opposite sex (Buss, 2007). For
instance, women might apply makeup to appear much younger than they are, and men
may dress nicely to appear like they have more resources than they do.
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Courtship
Courtship may be an integral part of the human mating process. “Human
courtship would have originally been dependent on nonverbal cues that were persuasive
enough to have a partner have sex” (Davis, 1971, pg. 97). Therefore, humans may have
evolved to display submissiveness, meekness, and lack of hostility to communicate, “I
am harmless, [and] you may approach” (Givens, 1978, pg. 347). Evolutionary theory may
provide the framework for studying flirtation differences between sexes and may offer a
context for understanding why flirtation may have been adaptive in our ancestral past.
That is, flirting may have been adaptive to help individuals with high social prowess to
increase the chances of reproduction.
Research has drawn comparisons between the courting behaviors of animals and
humans, as well as the progression through the various stages of courtship initiated by
females (Birdwhistell, 1970; Stevens & Morris, 2007). Birdwhistell (1970) compared
turkeys and peacocks to American adolescents and suggested that there were about 24
steps from initial contact to a full sexual relationship. Different stages were represented
by escalating behaviors, such as hand-holding, kissing, or standing in proximity, and
individuals could move slowly or quickly through the stages (Birdwhistell, 1970).
Birdwhistell believed that it was the female who initiated and made the first move in the
subtlest of behaviors. Stevens and Morris also detailed a step process through courtship.
He found that women regulated movement through the 12 steps in courtship including
eye to body, eye to eye, voice to voice, hand to hand, arm to the shoulder, arm to the
waist, mouth to mouth, hand to head, hand to the body, mouth to breast, hand to genitals,
and genitals or mouth to genitals (Stevens & Morris, 2007). Men and women who skip
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courtship steps or fail to move from one courting step to another might be fast or slow.
Women are believed to facilitate moving through the steps. A study conducted by Perper
(1985) whereby he observed people at a dance club revealed four distinct phases of early
courtship: 1) approach of one stranger to another, 2) turning to face the other person
(beginning first with the movement of the head, followed by the rest of the body),
3) touching that begins quickly and ends with a lingering, and 4) the synchronization of
gestures, movements, and postures.
Givens (1978) detailed five phases of courtship: attention, recognition,
interaction, sexual arousal, and resolution. The attention phase occurs when one
individual notices behavior such as touching oneself (e.g., scratching), preening, coy
glances, or bashful facial expressions. The recognition phase is marked by invitational
behaviors that signal interest. Some behaviors, such as orienting the body towards the
other, smiling, and gazing, are included in the recognition phase. The interaction phase is
marked with verbal behaviors and accompanying nonverbal behaviors like eye contact,
laughter, and head nodding. The sexual phase includes kissing, caressing, stroking, and
other affectionate gestures. Finally, the resolution stage is the continuation of the
courtship and/or a decision to continue engaging in a sexual relationship or to
disengaging from one another (Givens, 1978). These behaviors precipitated the initial
conversational interactions between couples. Birdwhistell (1970), Stevens & Morris,
2007, Perper (1985), and Givens (1978) all found similar behaviors of courtship at
different stages, which will be assessed in the current study.
The researchers also address the concept of proceptivity. According to Beach
(1976), “proceptivity connotes various reactions by the female toward the male, which
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constitute her assumption of initiative in establishing or maintaining sexual interaction”
(pg. 111). Proceptivity was originally studied observing female mammals attempting to
solicit, arouse, and copulate with males (Beach, 1976). Perper and Weis (1987) suggest
that proceptivity is a way for women to move from pre-sexual to sexual behaviors.
Whereas some women can communicate their proceptive of nonverbal and verbal
strategies in great detail (Jesser, 1978; McCormick, 1979; Remoff, 1981, 1984), some
men are better than others at noticing and recognizing these proceptive behaviors from
women (White et al., 1998; Tennov, 1979).
Perper and Weis (1987) expand on the concept of proceptivity. The researchers
asked college women to write down the rejection and seduction strategies they use.
Researchers discovered six seduction themes in the women’s writing that stood out:
Environmental/situational signals, verbal strategies, nonverbal strategies, contingency,
masculine initiatives, and non-proceptive. The four most frequently declared proceptive
behaviors included talking, touching, kissing, and environmental/situational proximity.
Environmental/situational signals included women mentioning how they dressed, if they
were drinking, if they invited the other person, the romantic ambiance of a place, and the
presence of music and/or dancing at a venue. Verbal strategies included talking in a
manner perceived as sexy, engaging in conversation, giving compliments, laughing, and
asking someone out. Nonverbal strategies included eye contact, moving closer to
someone, touching, and kissing. Contingency themes included evaluation and caution
around men, men’s responses, if-then statements, disobedient men, telling men to stop,
and women’s feelings for a man. Masculine initiative occurred when women had men
take over and/or men showed leadership in the courtship encounter. Nonproceptive
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themes included romance happening naturally, doing nothing, and men ultimately leading
the way in the romantic interaction. Rejection themes included avoiding/ignoring,
incomplete rejection strategies, and ambiguous rejection strategies. Avoidance and
ignoring strategies included avoiding proceptivity behavior, avoiding intimate situations,
and ignoring signals from men. Incomplete rejection strategies included trying not to hurt
the man’s feelings, physical rejection, man, not getting the hint, not being ready, and
woman explaining her strategy. Finally, behaviors not easily distinguished between the
avoidance/ignore and incomplete rejection strategies included escalating rejection,
disapproval, distraction, saying no, men respecting wishes, and making excuses (Perper
& Weis, 1987). Other researchers (e.g., Argyle, 1990; Cary, 1976; McCormick & Jones,
1989) have expanded on the preliminary proceptive work by observing and cataloging
women’s initial courtship behaviors.
Other studies (e.g., Argyle, 1990; Cary, 1976; McCormick & Jones, 1989) have
found that women’s behaviors at the beginning of courtship rituals signal whether it is
appropriate for men to respond. Argyle (1990) reported that gazing, eye contact,
movement, smiling, open posturing, and proximity are all positive signals in early
courtship stages. From uncontrolled (local bars) and controlled (experiment lab) settings,
Cary (1976) found that men did not approach women unless they made eye contact first.
Upon observing couples in public, McCormick, Perper, and Jones (1983) identified
patterns in men's and women’s behaviors such as self-grooming, glancing, touching, and
smiling, all of which precipitated men approaching women. Upon observing over 70
couples in bar settings, McCormick and Jones (1989) identified gender differences in
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courting behaviors. Specifically, women’s behaviors included intimate gazing, smiling,
touching, and self-grooming, whereas men used intimate touching alone.
Moore (1985) observed that people interact in various uncontrolled locations,
including bars, the library, and even a women’s center. Moore cataloged the various
behaviors he observed and found three categories of nonverbal solicitation behaviors
performed by women: 1) facial and head patterns, 2) gestures, and 3) posture patterns.
Facial and head pattern behaviors included glances (short and long), head tossing, head
nodding, smiling, giggling, whispering, kissing, hair flipping, pouting, and laughing.
Gesturing behaviors included hand-holding, hiking up one’s skirt, caressing (face, hair,
leg, arm, torso, back), and patting someone on the butt. Posture pattern behaviors
included touch (knee, foot, thigh, shoulders, and breast), hugging, requesting to dance,
play, approaching, leaning, and brushing away hair. According to Moore (1985), the
frequency of these behaviors was contingent upon the context in which they occurred.
For example, these behaviors occurred in the greatest frequency at the singles bar.
Other researchers (e.g., Grammer, 1990; Maxwell, Cook, & Burr, 1985; Simpson,
Gangestad, & Biek, 1993) relied on lab experiments to study flirtation and courtship
proximity. Maxwell and colleagues (1985) watched and evaluated videotapes of 50 pairs
of high school students meeting for coffee at the researchers’ lab, which was set up to
look like a living room. The participant’s attraction toward their partners in the room
correlated with how much two people made mutual gazes towards each other, facial
expressiveness, and synchrony in gesture and movement. In a study conducted by
Grammer (1990), the researcher brought in adult participants who were unacquainted
with his lab in Vienna and filmed their interactions to view their nonverbal interested and
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disinterested behaviors. Grammer noticed that women utilized behaviors such as head
tossing and hair flipping, whereas men utilized behaviors such as leaning forward and
head tilting. Simpson and colleagues (1993) conducted a study in which voluntary
participants were asked a series of questions from an attractive confederate of the
opposite sex. Based on the recordings of these interactions, researchers found that men
interested in the female confederate displayed behaviors that included smiling, laughing,
and flirtatious eye-contact. Researchers recorded that female participants interested in the
male confederates frequently leaned forward and tilted their heads (Simpson et al., 1993).
The similarities of the reported behaviors across each of these studies demonstrate a
reliable set of proceptive behaviors. Since it appears that women are likely to initiate
early courtship via subtle signals and behaviors, it may be posited that men are likely to
benefit from learning to decode these signals and act upon them when appropriate to do
so.
For men, it is important to be able to decode the proceptive behaviors of women
because, if they miss the signals, they are likely also to miss the chance at a romantic
partner. Cary (1976) found that conversations between strangers were initiated after
women’s subtle behaviors facilitated men approaching first. Cary also found that
experienced men look for the subtle behaviors of women in whom they are interested,
including eye contact and smiling. Lockard and Adams (1980) found similar results when
observing many established couples of various ages of non-paired adults. They cataloged
their sample’s courtship behaviors while at zoos, shopping malls, and other recreational
places. Behaviors included self-grooming, smiling, gazing, laughing, food sharing,
touching, playing, hand-holding, and kissing. Walsh and Hewitt (1985) found that men
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were more likely to approach women after a woman initiated a smile and made repeated
eye contact. Hewitt’s finding suggests that men are more likely to make a move only after
encouragement from a woman.
Research conducted by Moore (1985) evaluated women as initiators of the
courtship process. Moore cataloged over 52 different types of female courtship behaviors,
some of which included glancing, primping, nodding, kissing, smiling, leaning toward the
desired partner, and asking for help (Moore, 1985). Moore and Butler (1989) found the
frequency in which proximity behaviors occurred was a more reliable determinant of
whether a man would approach. Frequency of proximity behaviors was found to be
significant enough a predictor to override other variables, even that of physical
attractiveness. Moore and Butler (1985) reported that attractive women who signaled
frequently are more likely to be approached by men compared to attractive women who
signal infrequently. Moreover, women of moderate attractiveness who signaled often
were more likely to be approached by men than beautiful women who infrequently signal
(Moore & Butler, 1985).
Attention
The attention phase requires that everyone in the courting process first
acknowledge the other. As mentioned above, men can be hesitant to approach women
unless there has been some communicated (verbal or nonverbal) indication of interest
from a potential partner, such as a head nod, eye contact, or a smile. A man interested in a
woman may turn his body toward her and occasionally look over to see if she is looking
toward him (Givens, 1978). He may interpret eye contact followed by eye aversion and a
smile from a potential partner as a sign to approach. The anxiety to approach or avoids
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before an encounter, for both men and women, may be communicated by the other
person’s behaviors: yawning, stretching, and increased hand to body auto-manipulations
(like fidgeting) (Givens). Auto-manipulation behaviors (e.g., playing with one’s hair,
nail-biting, yawning, scratching, foot-tapping, etc.) can function to divert anxious energy
inward and away from stressing a potential partner. A man may produce behaviors like
stretching toward a partner, flexing and raising arms, protruding his chest, or moving his
gaze side to side. These behaviors may often occur during the initial attention phase
before initiating conversation. Auto-manipulations (e.g., scratching, adjusting clothing,
touching of the face or neck, and playing with hair) increase in frequency and intensity as
proximity to a perceived attractive stranger decrease. The attentional behaviors often
occur unwittingly and covertly as the cues in the beginning stages of courtship because
they may signal another’s presence. Humans are perceptive of others’ behaviors, even
unconscious behaviors; these behaviors are still likely to influence action or inaction
toward an unacquainted person. The behaviors in the attention phase are important
because they contribute to the recognition of one’s presence (Givens, 1978).
To become intimate with someone, an individual must seek out and select a
potential partner. Displays of dominance and aggression are minimized as such behaviors
are likely to inhibit closeness (Givens, 1978). Behavioral displays like eye contact and
smiling work to grab attention to oneself as a means of identifying oneself as a potential
mate; in other words, “I am present, and I am male or female” (Givens, 1978, pg. 346).
According to Givens (1978), another potential inhibitor is that physical intimacy is rarely
achieved automatically in vertebrates. Instead, physical intimacy is a process that must be
negotiated between potential partners or mates. Mutually agreed upon physical intimacy,
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for both sexes, is possible, however, after men and women display cues of
submissiveness, meekness, and non-hostile purpose, and is communicated with the
subtext being, “I am harmless, you may approach” (Givens, 1978, pg. 347). However, the
process of flirtation and courtship rituals becomes more complicated as one focuses on
more complex species.
The ability to diminish physical space is essential in the animal kingdom to
copulate. Physical closeness in any species is difficult to accomplish, but it is even more
so for humans (Givens, 1978). Human courtship often includes displays of
submissiveness and affiliation to encourage a potential partner to approach. The goal of
flirting is to get closer to a potential partner; as proximity is necessary for sexual
intercourse, flirting is essential to display submission and affiliation. Hass (1970)
conducted a study in which he found that humans exhibit childlike signals, which further
encourage proximity. Hass concluded that a person’s aversion to another might be rooted
in the perception that the other is aggressive or has aggressive motives. Displays of
childlike behavior may help to diminish avoidance of interaction because childlike
behavior is perceived as non-threatening or aggressive. Displays of childlike behaviors
may reduce the amount of tension surrounding potential dominance and aggression from
a stranger (Hass). These displays have been observed in other species as well.
The primate features of flirtation include auditory calls and more kinetic
movements compared to other mammalian species (Givens, 1978). There is a significant
overlap in the ethological behaviors of humans and primates concerning sexual behavior.
Courtship, flirtation, and seduction all seem to be rooted in our early ancestral history
(Givens). Humans have inherited a large inventory of body movements from primates
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that display attraction to potential partners. Compared to verbal courtship behaviors,
kinesthetic behaviors have been around longer and have evolved into more complex
signals of attraction. Primate partners do not often develop enduring bonds after
intercourse, a fact that differs from other higher mammalian species that require more
extended periods of courtship (Givens). Givens further notes that courtship displays for
primates, like the chimpanzee, are briefer and less complex because the sexual bond is
often negotiated faster with a swifter breakdown of mating psychological barriers.
Cultural traditions for humans have prescribed long-term engagements of human
courtship, but human psychology permits the rapid progression and resolution of
copulation. Givens argues that the dissonance between culture and zoological features in
humans is a problem in most societies. The courtship of humans includes distinct phases
where submissive-affiliative and childlike nonverbal behaviors are expressed to facilitate
copulation (Givens).
There are many goals throughout the courtship process. The first is attracting the
attention of a potential mate. Interest can be peaked by physical attractiveness, clothing,
and either nonverbal or verbal behaviors, which prompt a decision to approach (Rasa,
Vogel, & Voland, 1989). The process of attracting attention has been evaluated via
observational studies as well as interviews, the results of which have indicated that
propositions are usually initiated by a female’s nonverbal behaviors (Rasa et al., 1989).
Moore (1985) found that single teen females controlled the approaches of teen men by
exhibiting behaviors that signaled interest. Moore also observed that the more successful
the teen female at sending nonverbal solicitation cues, the more likely teen males were to
approach her. Moore postulated that this strategy allowed young women to assess which
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young men's options demonstrated the highest probability of compatibility. Moore found
that, despite displaying higher rates of exaggerated behaviors, teen females were less
successful in acquiring the attention of their teen male counterparts. The females in the
group mimicked the flirting behavior of the dominant female in the group, a finding
which has not yet been found in adults (Moore).
Perper and Fox (1980) found that women in bars made the first, albeit subtle,
move to get men to approach. Women often accomplished getting a man’s attention by
merely standing near him. Results of a study conducted by Cary (1976) indicated that
conversations between a man and a woman were initiated by some action on the part of
the woman, typically after a subtle glance in the man’s direction. Perper and Fox’s
research mirrored the previous research on proceptivity and the importance of men’s
ability to recognize proceptive behaviors, which appears essential to meet a partner.
During the attention phase, people’s pupils contract and dilate when perceiving
someone as attractive (Gibson & Pick, 1963; Hess, 1965; Stass & Willis, 1967). This
finding was demonstrated in a 1967 study conducted by Stass and Willis. Before
engagement in the experiment, researchers selected confederates they judged to be
similar in attractiveness to participants; confederates and participants were paired
accordingly. Participants were then escorted into a room where the two confederates were
seated. Confederates were similarly dressed, and both angled at similar positions to the
participants. One confederate was instructed to make eye contact with the participant
while they communicated, and the other confederate was instructed to glance away
during the introduction. (In the control condition of the study, identical twins were used
as confederates.) Finally, the last part of the experiment had one confederate dilate their
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pupils purposefully, then communicate with the participant. The participants were then
asked to select the individual with whom they would prefer to work. Both men and
women participants chose the partners with the dilated pupils and described them as good
looking, friendly, pleasant, and kind. Stass and Willis expressed that their results
demonstrated support for Hess’s (1965) findings that dilated pupils indicate interest. Stass
and Willis also discussed a lack of eye contact as an indicator of a lack of interest and a
signal to discontinue communication.
Stass and Willis (1967) built on previous eye contact research. Their results
support Argyle’s and Dean’s (1965) conclusion that, without eye contact, people do not
feel like they were communicating. Stass’ and Willis’ results also support Hess’ (1965)
results that pupil size, specifically an increase in pupil size, relates to the interest in a
person or object and that men are more attracted to pictures of identical women when
their pictures display dilated pupils compared to non-dilated pupils. Finally, Stass’ and
Willis’ results support previous research (Exline, 1960, 1963; Exline, Gray, & Schuette,
1965) suggesting that eye contact plays a role in sex, topic of conversation, who was
speaking, and who was listening, as well as affiliative behaviors.
Recognition
The next phase includes behaviors that contribute to the recognition of the
person's proximity to attentional cues. The recognition phase determines what happens
after someone becomes aware that another person is interested (Givens, 1978). A stranger
who has just received attention from an interested companion chooses to either welcome
or reject contact. Behaviors that discourage contact include turning the body away from
the other, not making eye contact, and staring without smiling. These messages, either
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subtle or overt, are meant to discourage someone from approaching. However, a stranger
could orient his/her body toward a partner, raise his/her eyebrows, smile, touch, touch
his/her face, avert his/her eyes demurely downwards, stretch, yawn, protrude the chest,
self-groom, and/or produce ambivalent smiles. Each of these behaviors is intended to
encourage a partner to approach (Givens). Since the recognition phase often contains the
most ambiguity of the courtship phases, it presides as the focus for the present study.
During the recognition phase, there may be instances in which postural rigidity
(which looks like a freeze response after perceived embarrassment) occurs, often due to
an increase in social anxiety (Givens, 1978). Freezing is a mammal-wide response that is
evident in humans just four weeks after birth and is commonly seen at the beginning
phases of courtship. Freezing may have an adaptive advantage by giving off the covert
message that one is not likely to behave aggressively. Another nonaggressive cue is eye
blinking. Rapid eye blinking also communicates nonaggression to strangers. Rapid eye
blinking reveals the psychological stress of the eye blinker (Appel, McCarron, &
Manning, 1968) covertly. A key aspect of the recognition phase is the display of
submissiveness with behaviors like smiling, gazing, eyebrow-raising and orientating the
body to communicate a willingness to socialize (Givens, 1978). The start of verbal
behavior in the recognition phase begins with nonverbal cues such as raising or flexing
the shoulders prominently, head-cocking, and/or tilting the head laterally (more prevalent
with women) to communicate submissiveness. The underlying message to the potential
partner is that the individual doesn't have to anticipate any hostility or dominant reactions
by displaying submissive behaviors; the courted grants the courter permission to
approach (Givens).
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Flirting is defined as “to play at courtship: act the lover without serious intent”
(Merriam Webster, Inc., 2002, p.871). A study conducted by Henningsen, Kartch, Orr,
and Brown (2009) posed two scripts consisting of interactions between men and women
to be read to participants. The following two scenarios were created: 1) one in which a
woman’s behavior consisted of neutral, nonverbal behaviors and flirtatious verbal
behaviors, and 2) one in which a woman’s behavior consisted of neutral, verbal behaviors
and flirtatious nonverbal behaviors. Researchers were interested in whether verbal or
nonverbal flirting behaviors indicated more perceived sexual and romantic interest to the
participant (Henningsen et al., 2008). Researchers used three verbal cues: complimenting,
indicating availability to date, and mild sexual innuendos. Nonverbal flirting cues
included smiling, eye contact, leaning forward, and touching. These interactions included
a scenario where a woman consistently initiated flirting behaviors throughout a
conversation, while a man displayed neutral behaviors. In the scenario where the woman
displayed nonverbal flirtation behaviors but was verbally neutral, male participants
perceived more sexual interest than their female counterparts. However, in the nonverbal
neutral and verbal flirting condition, males and females did not differ regarding the
evaluation of the women’s level of sexual interest. Verbal flirting conditions produced
higher sexuality scores compared to flirting nonverbal conditions. The results of the study
suggest that flirtatious verbal behaviors produce a stronger feeling of sexual purpose.
Henningsen and colleagues concluded that message explicitness (in this instance, the
verbal sexual interest of the sender) reduces the number of interpretations the receiver
can make. For instance, if the message sender states, “I want to have sex with you,” the
receiver of the message can interpret that in one of two ways: literally or jokingly.
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Whereas, if a message sender says, “I will come over tonight and hang out,” the receiver
is left with too many possible interpretations. The conclusion of the study (Henningsen et
al., 2009) suggests that verbal flirting is more often directly interpreted as sexual, which
further suggests that flirtatious verbal explicitness may contribute to the interpretation of
perceived romantic interest. In other words, asking someone directly out on a date may be
the flirtatious verbal equivalent to flirtatious nonverbal behaviors such as smiling,
laughing, and frequent eye contact.
Previous research (i.e., Downey & Vitulli, 1987) has attempted to explore what
specific behaviors constitute flirting. The seriousness behind someone’s intent to flirt can
range from the recognition of another person (e.g., a handshake) to an invitation for a
sexual encounter. According to Downey and Vitulli (1987), flirting may have two
discriminant meanings. One infers the suggestion of a causal relationship in which two
people may be engaged. The second suggests interest or attraction to another person. The
present study will focus on the latter to help people acquire partners.
To explore these behaviors, Downey and Vitulli (1987) administered a 32-item
questionnaire on interpersonal flirting to undergraduates. The questionnaire included
items which included specific questions about flattery (e.g., pulling over on the side of
the road when another person of the opposite sex from a different car indicated for you do
so) and jealousy (e.g., imagined scenarios, and assessment of physical attractiveness, as
well as other items). Results revealed that men self-reported they were more likely to
return flirtation with women; men were also found more likely to engage in sexual
activity with people they loved and reported that they were more likely to try to seduce a
married person. Single people were more likely to be interested in another person if they
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perceived that person was flirting with them. Results also revealed that participants who
were young and reported low GPAs were more likely to perceive a flirtatious interaction
as meaningful and more likely to be jealous and jealous for an extended period (Downey
& Vitulli, 1987). Deaux (1976) found the higher a man’s self-confidence, the stronger the
need to follow up after a flirtatious encounter and to request to meet up again. Men often
have an inflated sense of confidence in their abilities to pick up random women (Deaux,
1976; Fiske & Taylor, 1984).
Hall (2013) found that people were better at judging when flirting did not occur
compared to when flirting occurred. Participants were asked to rate videos of both nonflirtatious and flirtatious male and female interactions. Each clip was watched by
participant observers and rated to assess whether the man or woman in the video was
flirting with their partner (Hall, 2013). The results of the study revealed that men were
unable to predict when a woman was flirting with a confederate man. In the studies,
participant-observers were less accurate at rating flirting in the condition where men in
the videos were flirting with women and better in the condition of videos where women
were intentionally flirting with men. Results suggest that men's flirtation signals are more
ambiguous and may be less likely to be perceived as flirting compared to women’s
flirtation signals (Hall, 2013).
Jesser (1978) found 20 flirtation signals mentioned by 70% of men and women,
including touching, snuggling, kissing, sharing a drink, teasing, asking out directly, eye
contact, change in voice tone, indirect talk of sex, allowing hands to wander, suggestive
body movements, rough-housing, and setting the mood. Jesser was surprised at the
number of women who self-reported directly propositioning for sex and discovered that
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these women shared similar characteristics. Shared characteristics included being
nonreligious, having partners that asked about sex directly, women who believed they
had equal rights to men, and believed women should be allowed interests without the
subject having to justify their interest. Women and men reported six categories of flirting
styles: too aggressive, not aggressive enough, being critical, ignoring needs, showing no
emotional involvement, and discussing a previous relationship (Jesser, 1978). Women
were more likely than men to believe men were turned off by women being too
aggressive, and men were more likely than women to believe that men are turned off by
women talking about a previous relationship. Women reported being turned off by men
who were seen as physically forceful and showing no emotional involvement (Jesser).
Gecas and Libby (1976) posit that a large part of sexual communication occurs
via nonverbal behavior, specifically in the form of signs and gestures. Gecas and Libby
(1976) argue that language is too complicated to communicate sexual intentions just
verbally in ambiguous situations. Nonverbal behavior allows subtle nonverbal means of
communicating, including frowns, winks, smiles, body postures, eye contact, clothing,
and physical space, as well as other cues and expressions to communicate sexual interest.
Moreover, flirtation consists primarily of nonverbal behaviors; flirting communicates a
desire with a minimum risk of rejection, and nonverbal cues are generally less
committing and more easily denied compared to verbal propositions (Gecas & Libby,
1976). Flirting, specifically nonverbal behavior, presents minimum risk and potentially
maximum reward. Nonverbal behaviors present an advantage for one to save face by
denying unwanted attention if the interaction does not go as initially intended or desired.
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When it comes to decoding, even men who self-report they are successful at
dating, have minimal idea of when women are flirting (Perper & Fox, 1980). Women, on
the other hand, are very adept at picking up flirtation signals and can often describe the
behaviors in detail (Perper & Fox. Studies show that men tend to make decisions to
approach women based on the woman’s clothing, the context of their current location,
and on the woman’s reputation. Moore (1997) observed and recorded various nonverbal
rejection signals employed by women. These behaviors demonstrated either disinterest or
cue to slow the progression of the interaction. Moore found that rejection behaviors could
be conceptualized as the opposite of courtship behaviors and that rejection behaviors (17
total) were less than the self-reported number of courtship behaviors (totaling over 50).
An example of a rejection behavior included instances in which women crossed their
arms and leaned away from men in whom they were not interested while leaning toward
men in whom they were interested. Other rejection signals included sneering, frowning,
and grooming behaviors like picking at teeth and nails.
A study conducted by Moore (1997) addressed the perceptions of flirting in the
field and revealed that men who experienced difficulties in their dating life were not as
successful at decoding flirtation signals compared to men who were successful daters.
Moore’s study (1997) required men to go through a workshop focused on identifying
subtle flirting cues. At the end of the workshop, the men had improved on their ability to
identify flirtation signals compared to men in the control group who were simply required
to watch videos of flirting and neutral behaviors. Through efforts to expand upon this
research, Moore (2002) found that courtship and rejection behavioral signals vary in
intensity and are dependent upon the sex of the receiver. Moore reported that there was
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no consensus between men and women regarding the strength of nonverbal messages.
Men rated courtship signals from women as more salient than rejection behaviors.
Results indicated the opposite for women, such that rejection behaviors were more salient
(Moore).
Previous publications (Moore, 1985) report that women display a vast diversity of
flirtation behaviors compared to their men counterparts, the differences of which occur in
both frequency and type (e.g., hair flipping, primping, whispering, and dancing).
However, women’s signals are not always acted upon right away; in fact, researchers
have found that women’s nonverbal flirtation behaviors are positively correlated with
men’s recalled interest after the encounter (Grammer et al., 1998). In other words, men
may wait a while to accrue enough nonverbal signals from women before they begin to
tell themselves that they are interested in romantically. If a man waits until enough
signals are given, and it becomes clear that the woman is flirting with him, then he may
either reciprocate or reject the exchange. Women who are good at flirting should be able
to determine how much, how long, or if she wants to send off any flirtatious behaviors in
nonromantic situations (Grammer et al., 1998).
Simply put, women who are good at flirting should be able to signal appropriate
flirtation behaviors when flirting with a stranger or talking with a friend. In contrast, men
may wait until enough proximity has occurred because they need to make sure that it will
be worth their time to invest most of their energy into one potential mate. Men may need
reassurance that a woman is interested in him before he decides to pursue her (Grammer
et al., 1998). According to Ahmad and Fisher (2010), an alternative motive is that the
woman may be courting several men, and it may be advantageous for men to wait until a
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woman has signaled enough interest to determine whether she is worth pursuing to avoid
social rejection and/or embarrassment. These findings support the proposition that men
are adept at identifying flirting signs and behaving accordingly (Ahmad & Fisher, 2010).
Abrahams (1994) posited that men and women employ nonverbal behaviors like
repeated eye contact, coy smiles, forward leans, touch, and sexual assertiveness.
Abrahams was interested in whether men and women differed on perceptual dimensions
for assessing flirtatious situations. Abrahams had a three-phase procedure to measure
flirtation. First, participants were asked to report their most recent flirting episode;
second, participants sorted how flirtatious they perceived scenarios in Phase One to be
(from pile 1, not very flirtatious, to pile 9, very flirtatious). Finally, participants sorted 45
scenario cards on their relatedness and assessed them on 11 different semantic distinctive
scales. The 11 scales were taken from previous flirtation (Sabini & Silver, 1982) and
relationship literature (Perper, 1985; Simpson et al., 1993) and were comprised of the
following domains: nonsexual-sexual, direct-indirect, ambiguous intent-clear intent,
playful-nonplayful, planned-spontaneous, friendly-unfriendly, unconventionalconventional, focused on present-focused on future, nonverbal-verbal, invitinguninviting, and passive-active. Abrahams (1994) found messages high in inviting, sexual,
overt, playfulness, unconventionality, and nonverbal were perceived to be more
flirtatious.
These six dimensions were essential in determining the perceptual nature of a
flirtatious episode. For example, a sexual message that conveyed erotic interest was
showering together (Abrahams, 1994). Overt messages included verbal and nonverbal
behaviors to communicate a desire to continue interaction with a partner in the present or
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future. Playful messages were perceived as fun and silly, while unconventional messages
were perceived as unique and outside the norm or unpredictable. Nonverbal messages
were communicated through the use of body language and were not spoken or written.
Abrahams found that men and women used the same dimensions to assess the
flirtatiousness of the scenario. Abrahams also found that there were no differences
between men and women regarding ratings of flirtation, with the exception that men rated
all scenarios as more inviting. Abrahams noted that the difficulty in assessing dimensions
is that all six have the potential to coincide in different situations. This fact led Abrahams
to suggest that, when this occurs, flirtation may increase the saliency of the flirting
interaction (Abrahams, 1994).
In a study conducted by Fichten and colleagues, structured interviews were
administered to men and women to examine how people display interest and disinterest
(Fichten et al., 1992). There were no gender differences reported in displaying interest,
and men and women described a wide variety of behaviors for expressing interest.
Behaviors included verbal and visual, as well as vocal displays, and interest cues were
more detailed compared to cues of noninterest. Finally, Fichten, Tagalakis, Judd, Wright,
and Amsel (1992) found most of the cues that expressed romantic interest were nonverbal
and related to smiling, leaning forward, and touching. O’Sullivan and Byers (1992) found
that men initiated sexual behavior more often than women, but that women were more
responsive to invitations. Researchers also found that sex usually occurred after indirect
nonverbal messages such as smiling, physical contact, or suggestive movements
(O’Sullivan & Byers, 1992).
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Self-report research (e.g., Clore, Wiggins, & Itkin, 1975) has asked men and
women directly about their nonverbal flirting behaviors. For example, Clore and
colleagues (1975) created a list of nonverbal behaviors indicative of interest or
disinterest. The researchers found that positive behaviors included playing with an object
(like a ring or pencil), frequently smiling, expressive hand gestures, and touching or
licking one’s lips. In a follow-up study, Clore and colleagues (1975) found that women
who at first exhibited positive behaviors, but then displayed negative behaviors, were
perceived by men as more attractive compared to women who continued to display only
positive or only negative behaviors. McCormick (1979) surveyed 100 unmarried college
students and found that indirect strategies were more often used to engage in courtship
behaviors and that direct strategies were more often used to signal disinterest.
McCormick reported that indirect strategies included body language and hinting using
one’s appearance and setting.
Beigel and Symonds (1971) observed group-sex parties and noted that eye contact
immediately followed by looking away and/or lowering of the eyes was essential to
indicating interest. Beigel and Symonds noted other direct behaviors, including staring at
one another, fixing one’s gaze on the person of interest, and synchronized breathing.
Once an individual recognized someone attempting eye contact, that individual allowed
their eyes to wander up and down the signaler’s body as if to assess whether the approach
would be welcomed (Beigel & Symonds, 1971).
Courtship signals from men often occur via glances, space maximization
movements (e.g., extending arms and spreading oneself wide on furniture), touching
other men (as a display of social dominance), and little closed body movements (e.g.,
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turning away from another person, arms crossed) (Renninger et al., 2004). However,
Renninger and colleagues reported that there is no exhaustive catalog of nonverbal
flirting behaviors. The researchers examined the relationships between women’s clothing,
sexual motivation, hormone levels, and relationship statuses. Findings revealed that the
amount of skin a woman displayed, along with fit and transparency of attire, predicted
whether a woman was going to go out to a disco or dance club; this was true regardless of
the woman’s hormone levels or her relationship status. Based on these findings,
Renninger and colleagues suggested that clothing choice might work to explore the
potential proximity of courtship invitations.
Ballard, Green, and Granger (2003) found nonverbal courtship signals appeared
as mock aggression behaviors (e.g., play fighting and play hitting). Behaviors such as
tickling, chasing, pretend slapping, throwing things, and chasing all signaled stages of
early courtship and self-reportedly increased in frequency from childhood to adulthood
(Ballard et al., 2003). Women and men reported that the previous behaviors were familiar
with both friends and romantic partners. However, people were more likely to tickle, slap
another’s butt, pin, bite, spank, and pretend to rip off clothes in romantic situations, and
respondents viewed all these behaviors positively. Participants reported feeling that these
behaviors increased fun and emotional attachment in their relationships (Ballard et al.,
2003).
According to Walster and colleagues, women may look to social cues such as
personality and popularity to determine whether to flirt with a potential partner (Walster,
Walster, Piliavin, & Schmidt, 1973). Walster et al., (1973) found that the status of men,
such as economic attributes and ability to provide a secure financial future, influenced a
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woman’s decision to enter a relationship. Others researchers have shown that women
prefer men of high status compared to men of low social status. and that older men and
younger women couples are more likely to be perceived as dating partners. However,
research indicates that women do not only look for someone who can provide financial
security but someone who can provide emotional security as well.
Ahmad and Fisher (2010) hypothesized six behaviors they believed would
indicate romantic interest. The researchers set up at a bar and coded a successful flirtation
behavior if the couple left the bar together. Observational analysis revealed that women
who gave more fixated glances, whispered, and/or presented their neck (either via hair
flipping or bending of the neck) were more likely to go home with a partner (Ahmad &
Fisher, 2010). Ahmad and Fisher further concluded men could effectively distinguish
interested and disinterested behaviors from women with whom they interacted.
Renninger and colleagues (2004) also traveled to an establishment and asked men
to rate the degree to which they perceived present women to be attractive. Researchers
found that men who talked to women they believed to be very attractive displayed more
auto movements (e.g., scratching the arm or shoulder, rubbing the chin, direct eye
glances) compared to men who rated the women around them low and moderate on
attractiveness. Furthermore, men were coded as flirting successfully when they were able
to carry on a conversation with a woman successfully and when they engaged in a high
frequency of short-direct glances (i.e., quickly looking at a partner and looking down),
non-reciprocated touches (i.e., women touched men more often than men reciprocated
touching women), and when they frequently exhibited open body language behaviors

44
(i.e., standing or sitting with their body presented toward the partner) (Renninger et al.,
2004).
A study conducted by Abbey and Melby (1986) found that male participants were
much more likely to rate a female in a male-female dyad as promiscuous and seductive.
Abbey and Melby’s (1986) study suggests that the following could be perceived as
seductive: eye contact, touch, clothing choice, and proximal distance (Abbey & Melby,
1986). Compared to men who performed the previously listed behaviors, women who
performed the previously listed behaviors were rated by both sexes as more erotic and
promiscuous (Koeppel, Montagne-Miller, O’Hair, & Cody, 1993). Abbey and Melby
(1986) found female-initiated touch was perceived as a strong indicator of an actual
relationship. Additionally, women wearing clothing perceived as revealing were rated as
more seductive compared to males wearing clothing perceived as revealing Support for
the hypothesis that men perceive flirtatious behavior as less friendly and more seductive
was found. Men’s ability to correctly decipher friendly behavior has implications for the
execution of inappropriate behavior, attraction, flirting, and sex-role socialization. There
appears to be a need to measure the perception of flirting with discriminating between
flirtatious and friendly behaviors in social interactions.
Levesque, Nave, and Lowe (2006) examined whether masculinity contributes to
men over-perceiving sexual interest from women. Levesque and colleagues (2006)
hypothesized that men, following their gender schema, would be more likely to oversexualize compared to men who went against their gender schema. Levesque and
colleagues were also interested in whether physical attractiveness and sexual traits
(flirtatious, seductive, and promiscuous) played a significant role in men perceiving
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either sexual or friendly behaviors from women. The researchers conducted a study in
which they required one man and woman at a time to wait in a room, then videotaped and
analyzed the couple’s interactions. Levesque and colleagues (2006) concluded that
masculinity did not lead men to over-sexualize women, though they were unable to
replicate these results. Results also indicated that women who rated men with whom they
interacted as high in sexual traits also rated the same men as high in extraversion,
agreeableness, physical attractiveness, and rated themselves as having a high desire to
interact with these men again (Levesque et al., 2006). Men who found women physically
attractive also expressed a strong desire to meet again. Women who rated their partner in
the interaction as attractive also rated their partners as more sexual, extroverted,
agreeable, and desired to interact with them again in the future. Women who rated
themselves as more masculine also rated men as more physically attractive, whereas men
who rated themselves as more masculine were rated as more physically attractive by
women. Men also rated their female partners more sexual than women, a finding that
appears consistent with other studies. Levesque and colleagues (2006) suggest that
physical attractiveness may be relevant to the sexual perceptions of both sexes.
Research demonstrates that physical attractiveness is a primary basis for selecting
whom to date (Rasa et al., 1989). Rasa found that, for both men and women, physical
attractiveness is the most important variable in determining whether to approach
someone, especially for men. Men were found to be more attracted to women who shared
similar philosophies on sexual attitudes. Additionally, women’s choice in a partner is
modified by race, intelligence, religion, status, and ability to dance. Research also reveals
that women have higher aspirations in a dating partner compared to men.

46
Rasa and colleagues (1989) posit that physical attractiveness, though a crucial
influential component in the decision whether to initiate a courtship encounter, has not
been wholly clarified in terms of how much it makes a difference. The calculation of
someone’s attractiveness appears to be based on a wide variety of traits, rather than one.
Eibl-Eibesfeldt (1971) summarized attractiveness as being comprised of various
characteristics, including the symmetry of physical features, smoothness of complexion,
as well as posture and physique. Thus, it appears that initial attraction might be based on
the goodness of health and sexual cues (Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1971). Huston (1973) found that,
if men felt they could not be rejected, they would always report going after the most
attractive women; however, if men were informed that there was a chance they would be
rejected, then men were more likely to choose potential partners that were slightly above
medium attractiveness. Huston (1973) found that men assessed themselves as likely to be
successful in asking someone out, contingent on the woman’s physical attractiveness.
Huston found evidence suggesting that people attempt to match their physical appearance
with one another and that they tend to choose those with similar levels of physical
attractiveness. Results of Huston’s study (1973) suggested that couples were more similar
in physical attractiveness than would have been predicted by chance.
Koeppel et al. (1993) examined perceptions of nonverbal behaviors that have been
previously linked to friendly, flirty, and seductive encounters. They focused on the
nonverbal areas of kinesics (movement), haptics (touch), proxemics (distance), oculesics
(eye movement), and vocalizations (voice). Each was assigned to one of four conditions:
1) control (normal), 2) friendly, 3) flirty, and 4) seductive (Koeppel et al., 1993). Kinesics
included behaviors such as smiling, body posture, childlike expressions, pouting, and
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head tilting. Researchers expected smiling to vary on a continuum, with a small amount
of smiling indicative of friendliness, a medium to large amount smiling suggesting
flirtation, and constant smiling cueing seductiveness (Koeppel et al., 1993). Based on the
results of previous research, Koeppel and colleagues also hypothesized that the more a
person smiled, the more seduction via flirting occurred.
Regarding haptics, researchers believed that zero to small amounts of touch were
involved in constituting friendly behavior; moderate amounts of touch were involved in
flirtation, and touching of the hand or leg signaled overt seduction. Koeppel and
colleagues (1993) also posited that rearranging clothing (e.g., modifying buttons,
smoothing skirt, adjusting pants) is another sign of seduction. Proxemics, or the personal
distance between two people, was theorized to change in each condition, with more
significant amounts of physical separation accompanied by lesser amounts of seduction.
For example, individuals that lean toward and in the same direction as each other are
more likely to be perceived as seductive compared to those who lean away from one
another. Flirting has been identified by crossing one’s legs toward the other person and
by more face-to-face interactions (Koeppel et al., 1993). The eye movements of people
are also suggestive of the level of interaction and attraction. Friendliness can display little
to moderate eye contact, eye contact during flirting is consistently moderate, and constant
eye contact suggests attempted seduction (Koeppel et al., 1993). Koeppel and colleagues
have shown that flirtation can also include coy glances downward. Finally, vocalics, or
the use of one’s voice, can also signal different levels of interactions. Friendly behavior
usually is accompanied by a neutral tone, less fluent, less laughter, more silences, and
less warmth. Flirtation can be characterized by animated speech, moderate laughter,
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decreased silences and breaks in conversation and increased warmth and interest.
Seduction, on the other hand, is characterized by an intimate tone of voice, increased
laughter, greater fluency, less silence, and more warmth (Koeppel et al., 1993).
The importance of studying the recipient of flirtation lies in the recipient’s
perception and definition of flirtatious behaviors (Abrahams). The study of both the
recipient allows researchers to assess what constitutes and what is not effective verbal
and nonverbal flirtation behavior. The recipient of flirtation must be aware that the sender
is attempting to signal interest and purposefully trying to gain the receiver’s attention
(Abrahams, 1994). The recipient then chooses whether to respond, either negatively or
positively, to affiliative messages by the sender. Even if sexual elements make up a vast
section of flirting subtext, affiliative behaviors (those that promote group cohesion) are
not necessarily flirtatious (Sabini & Silver, 1982). The need to study the perception of
flirtation judgments stem from a perceptual schema for judging flirtation behaviors
(Abrahams, 1994).
There are three significant findings on verbal and nonverbal flirtations. The first
involved rating verbal and nonverbal interactions between faculty and students. The
dialogue was considered more flirtatious than mediated or ambiguous in communication
style. Downey and Vitulli (1987) found that faculty men and women had similar
judgments of the sender’s flirtatious intent. Finally, approximately 50% of the students
perceived female participants as initiators with male faculty. In response to assessing
perceptual domains to flirting, other researchers set out to examine cues used by receivers
to evaluate flirtatiousness. Downey and Vitulli (1987), for example, evaluated the amount
of effort involved in communicating a flirtatious message (e.g., going out of one’s way to
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talk to someone vs. talking to someone in one’s immediate proximity), the framing of a
message (e.g., complimenting someone vs. asking for the time), and the location of where
the message was communicated (e.g., bars, restaurants, in class, at the gym, etc.). In a bar
versus neutral conditions (e.g., school library, classroom), researchers found that men and
women judged flirtatiousness based on the availability of knowledge around expanded
effort and framing; however, if one of those factors was absent, the location was used to
assist in flirtation judgments. Downey and Vitulli (1987) established that both situation
and message cues affect the judgment of the perception of flirtation.
Researchers have since built on Downey and Vitulli (1987) findings to include the
perceptual dimensions of explicitness, amicability, and spontaneity of flirtatious
communication (Abrahams, 1994). The differences between men’s and women’s
judgments between flirtatious and affiliative behaviors (Abbey & Melby, 1986), as well
as previous research findings indicating no gender differences in perception of flirting
behaviors (i.e., Downey & Vitulli, 1987) have been previously explored. Other
researchers have found that the perception of flirtation and seduction for men is based on
whether the man or woman initiated the interaction (e.g., Koeppel et al., 1993).
Buss (1994) found that women were aware of their use of nonverbal behaviors
when intentionally attracting a mate. Women listed laughing, smiling, leaning forward,
touching, and hand-holding as the most frequently performed acts when trying to attract a
potential partner (Buss, 1994). Nonverbal synchronization was examined using motion
energy detection, analyzing people from Germany and Japan (Grammer, Kruck, &
Magnusson, 1998). Researchers (Grammer et al., 1998) found that women use
synchronization of nonverbal behavior to assess their compatibility with a man in whom
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she is interested. Results also indicated that very interested women made a lot of eye
contact and were more open in posture compared to men in initial interactions (Grammer
et al., 1998). Grammer and colleagues also found that the courtship proximity by women
correlated positively and strongly with their interest in men whom they met for a second
time.
Fichten et al. (1992) were interested in the dimensions of flirting. Dimensions
were defined as cues expressed by the participant or by another person; types of
dimensions included a message (cues indicating the level of interest), contact (cues in
various forms of communication, either face to face, dating, or over the phone), and
intimacy (cues used in everyday conversations with friends, acquaintances, or potential
romantic partners) of flirtation (Fichten et al., 1992). Participants reported greater
awareness of flirtation interest in dating situations. Conversely, there appeared to be less
aware of an interest in ambiguous, over the phone, and face-to-face situations (Fichten et
al., 1992). Fichten and colleagues also found that certain behaviors were unique to dating.
These included moving closer in proximity to someone else, head nodding, smiling, and
eye contact. These research findings precipitate the use of prompting the participant to
think exclusively of a romantic encounter when asked to rate flirting behaviors. One of
the weaknesses of studying flirtation is asking participants to rate their potential
flirtatious behaviors due to the difficulty of imagining flirtation situations. For the current
purpose of this study, the researcher is primarily concerned with discriminating romantic
interest flirtation from prosocial behaviors.
Egland, Spitzberg, and Zormeier (1996) researched cross-sex friendships to
evaluate how men and women perceived them. Egland and colleagues found four
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flirtatiousness factors in both platonic and romantic situations between men and women.
Participants in the study rated items on a scale from “strongly non-flirtatious” to
“strongly flirtatious.” Items included “grabbing and kissing,” “being attentive to
another’s statements,” “giving someone your business card,” and “engaging in small
talk” (Egland et al., 1996). Results suggested a four-factor solution: Display (which
accounted for a majority of flirtation behavior), Attentiveness, Stereotypical Flirtation,
and Conversational Flirtation. The previous two studies provide the theoretical
groundwork for items leading to the development of a flirtation scale. Submissive
behaviors serve as an indicator of a commitment to respond and engage in the next phase,
interaction. If the partner is assessed favorably, the next step of the interaction is to
engage in conversation.
Interaction
In the verbal interaction phase, the communicated content is not as essential to the
courtship bond compared to the continuation of nonverbal flirtation behaviors (Givens,
1978). Humans are unique in that they can flirt and carry on a conversation
simultaneously. The interaction includes the ongoing behaviors expressing submission.
Emotional tension may increase when talking with strangers because, by opening up, the
courter is vulnerable to rejection, and the speaker becomes self-aware that how they act
may be perceived as foolish or offensive (Givens, 1978). The increased anxiety likely
fuels behaviors such as preening, head-tossing, clearing the throat, stretching, yawning,
and other displacement cues at the beginning of each speaking turn where the speaker is
most vulnerable to rejection. Due to the nervousness of the speakers, each member may
respond in exaggerated ways to one another, including overly vigorous head nods, eye
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contact, agreement, hand and arm gestures, and loud laughter. These behaviors likely
coincide. The theme of the interaction phase is submission, and partners will lower,
soften, and increase vocal pitch. The change in eye contact is meant to present
nonthreateningly, with one’s gaze continuing to be diverted downward and eye-contact
increasing in duration as anxiety decreases (Givens, 1978). As anxiety decreases,
proximity also decreases, and the potential for copulation increases, especially if the first
stages of the courting union are met with some compatibility. As tensions and anxieties
begin to deescalate between the couple, they become more willing to let their defenses
down for the next phase (Givens, 1978).
Mammals are presented with additional problems in courtship. For instance,
copulation in mammals requires internal fertilization, which necessitates continued close
physical contact (Givens, 1978). Fear, surprise, uncertainty, and emotional responsivity
may inhibit sexual attachment and closeness. To defeat the emotional resistance to
bonding, mammals display behaviors that mimic mother-child actions. These behaviors
may be due to the caregiver’s motivation to attend to his/her young when they are in
periods of dependency, including nurturing, grooming, feeding, and protecting (Givens,
1978). The motivation behind mammalian maternal and paternal care may have evolved
to rely on adaptive infantile proximity, and maternal-infant acts mirror behaviors of
adults to signal readiness to form an attachment (Givens, 1978). Behaviors like begging
for food, nuzzling the jaw, licking the snout, embracing, grooming, playing, and sucking
and licking the breasts have all been observed in mammals’ infant caring and courting
performance. Several primate courtship behaviors also mimic childlike expressions.
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Humans are not unique in their display of language and symbols to facilitate sexual
advances.
Jesser (1978) focused on sex roles in determining whether men and women use
either direct or indirect means to initiate sex. Jesser evaluated whether women used direct
means to initiate sex and whether they were rebuffed. Jesser was also interested in
assessing whether women who desire sex attributed rejection to the male’s approach and
whether men and women differ in their views of appropriately initiated courtship
behaviors. According to Jesser (1978), since females are not the pursuer, they will be less
likely to pursue sex. Jesser conducted a study in which he had participants rate
themselves on a series of statements regarding dominance, flirting, and sexual behaviors.
Results indicated that over 70% of men and women reported kissing, snuggling, eye
contact, and touching as signals of flirting behaviors. Jesser reported that males also used
code words and teased when flirting and proximity sexual interest to women. He found
that women reported being more direct in soliciting sexual encounters than typically
believed by men, and Jesser suggests that women may believe their nonverbal cues are
not as subtle as men might perceive them. There was no gender difference in solicitations
for sex, though women reported greater use of eye contact, vocal tone, and appearance to
engage in sexual behaviors (Jesser, 1978). Results suggest that men are not put off by
direct requests for sex from their partners and that dominance did not play a part in men’s
desire to initiate sex. Both men and women reported that “lack of proper approach or
persuasion” was a primary reason for not having sex, and 16% of women reported not
having sex because their partner did not pick up on the signals; men reported no such
reason (Jesser, pg. 122). Women categorized six different types of approaches from men
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that led to not having sex: too aggressive, not aggressive enough, being critical, ignoring
needs, showing no emotional involvement, and talking about a previous relationship. It is
in the interest of this study to find behaviors of men that fall in between being too
aggressive and not being aggressive enough. Flirtation might act as a means by which to
gauge the range of behaviors between being too much and too little aggression. Jesser
(1978) ultimately concluded that both men and women directly solicit for sex, but that
this is only true for women characterized as less traditional.
In instances with no romantic or sexual interest, both men and women are left to
parse out behaviors that may be considered flirtatious but are prosocial. Previous research
found that an overwhelming majority of women (86%) report that they would flirt with a
male colleague if it meant that they could get their way. In another study, approximately
half (49%) of a sample of Master of Business Administration female graduates reported
attempting to advance their careers by flirting or feigning attraction to a male colleague
(Bradley, Chan, Brief, & Baskerville, 2005). The results of the study indicated that the
more a woman was likely to engage in flirting behaviors, the worse her career and salary
outcomes were (Bradley et al., 2005).
Only a few studies have examined a context in which flirtation can be used prosocially (like negotiation and to climb the work ladder). Researchers in one study (e.g.,
Kray, Locke, & Van Zant, 2012) were interested in whether flirtation helped negotiate
other people off their previously inflexible attitude. Kray et al. (2012) argued that women
in business and occupational settings experience challenges balancing assertive behaviors
that increase competencies and clear up perceptions but also decrease likability
perceptions. After three rounds of negotiation, Kray et al., (2012) asked participants to
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rate confederate negotiators: a man and woman and in both flirting and non-flirting
conditions. Participants rated the flirting conditions as more manipulative and less
genuine compared to the usual conditions, and the researchers concluded that, for
women, flirting may be used in ways other than proximity romantic interest. Flirting to
get ahead places women in an awkward position.
On the one hand, women may be perceived as more likable but less assertive.
Women may also have to balance the perceptions of men for any prosocial behavior they
exhibit. Consequently, this makes it more challenging to ask women to rate themselves
on flirting in general.
Being attentive in a courtship process is important to both sexes. The more a
woman displays an interest in a man, the more he reports he is attentive. Researchers
were concerned about testing this hypothesis. Ahmad and Fisher (2010) asked male
strangers to determine which flirting behaviors selected from previous flirting literature
were more likely to indicate that a woman would be most and least interested in having
sex. The men reported that a fixated glance, whispering, and the presentation of the
woman’s neck were all behaviors that indicated a woman was likely interested in sex
(Ahmad & Fisher, 2010). Behaviors that men reported signaled that a woman was
disinterested in sex included whether she raised her head, gave more group-encompassed
glances, and whether she yawned. Ahmad and Fisher (2010) then went to a pair of
nightclubs to observe women who entered without the accompaniment of a man.
Researchers, along with a confederate, sat down inside the night club, observed, and
recorded the six behaviors the males had previously identified as indicators of sexual
interest. The confederate stood outside to record whether the woman left with the man
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whom she met inside the bar. Approximately 50 women were observed, and 15 left with
a man with whom they did not arrive. The women who had left with the men in the
experiment displayed a greater number of fixated glances, neck presentations, and
whispering compared to women who did not leave with a man. Women who left alone
displayed greater numbers of group encompassing glances (looking at groups of people
as a whole), head raises, and yawns. Researchers also found that a third of men continued
to flirt with women even when they were receiving negative flirtation cues. The study
demonstrates support for two concepts. Considering that two-thirds of men were correct
in their assessment, the first may be that men are good at assessing which behaviors
indicate levels of sexual interest in women. The second demonstrates support for a valid
measure of flirtation behaviors. If men can recall behaviors independently of a romantic
context or situation and are accurate in their assessment, then a measure that asks about
flirting behaviors can be constructed.
How well can people disseminate which behaviors constitute flirting behaviors?
Ranganath, Jurafsky, and McFarland (2009) developed a computer program to detect
specific lexical and prosodic features recorded in a speed-dating context. The computer
program kept track of the number of backchannel utterances (e.g., uh-huh, yeah, right,
ok), appreciations (e.g., wow, that’s true, oh great), the total number of questions, total
number of repair questions (e.g., wait, excuse me), laughter, the total number of speaking
turns, the total number of pauses (e.g., uh or um), and the total number of times each
person overlapped in speaking. At the end of each speed dating process, participants were
asked to rate whether they were flirting with the other person and whether they thought
the other person was flirting with them. Results indicated that men who reported flirting
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asked more questions, used words like “you” and “we” more often, laughed more, used
more sexual and aggressive words, had more negative emotions, and spoke more rapidly
and with a quiet, high pitch (Ranganath et al., 2009). Women who reported flirting had a
high pitch range, laughed more often, used “I” and “well” more frequently, used more
repair questions, used more sexual terms, used fewer appreciations and backchannels, had
fewer turns in conversation but went longer, and used more words overall. Results
indicated that, for women who rated their male counterparts as having flirted, the
behaviors of men included fewer appreciations and overlaps and asking more questions.
Men speed daters who perceived their female counterparts flirting with them included the
same linguistic behaviors as women who intended to flirt. Men and women matched
verbal behaviors when they were flirting. The computer program predicted women’s
nonverbal behaviors like laughter, verbal behaviors like repair questions (e.g., when a
person asked a question after the conversation went silent), and taking fewer and longer
turns were not predictive for men of women flirting with them but were strong predictors
of women reporting having flirted. Researchers concluded that both genders flirt by
laughing, speaking faster, and using higher pitch, but gender differences exist.
Men asked more overall questions compared to women, and women asked more
repair questions compared to men (Ranganath et al., 2009). Ranganath and colleagues
then designed a program to predict the likelihood that two people in the speed-dating pair
would flirt based on verbal and nonverbal observations with one another. The researchers
compared the machine’s accuracy at predicting flirtation to the speed-daters’ recordings
of whether they perceived that someone was flirting with them. The computer analysis
results indicated an accurate prediction rate of 71.5% to 56.2% for women flirters and
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69% to 62.2% for detecting male flirters. For women, the strongest predictor of flirtation
was the negative number of backchannels they employed, whereas, for men, the weakest
predictor of intent to flirt was the number of backchannels. This finding suggests that
men may be biased not to attend to backchannels because they place little value on them.
As such, there is a risk of miscommunication between the sexes when a woman is likely
to communicate via backchannels, and a man is more likely to misread or ignore the
backchannel altogether (Ranganath et al., 2009).
Ranganath and colleagues (2009) were further interested in detecting four
different kinds of interpersonal stances (friendly, flirty, awkward, and assertive) through
computerized speech detection. Using data they collected from speed dates, which
accumulated to about 60 hours of audio and about 800,000 words, Ranganath and
colleagues programmed a computer to assess for friendly, awkward, flirtatious, and
assertive linguistic cues. Results indicated that extracting prosodic, lexical, and dialogue
content in interpersonal speed dating conditions accurately predicted up to 78% of the
time friendliness, flirting assertiveness, and awkwardness. The researchers found support
for a previous concept of collaborative conversational style, where the pair used turnmedial/laughter, accommodation, appreciations, and the word you, and avoided negative
emotional language and hedges (e.g., sort of, kind of, maybe, and a little).
In the same study conducted by Ranganath and colleagues (2009), women
displayed a more collaborative conversation style compared to men when they labeled
men as being friendlier. Women also displayed higher maximum pitch and pitch variance
compared to men when they self-reported being friendly. When women flirted, they were
more likely to use negation (teasing/self-deprecation), the word “like,” a collaborative
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style (e.g., medial laughter and appreciations), and use the word “I” (Ranganath et al.,
2009). The researchers hypothesized that men’s use of the word “you” and women’s use
of the word “I” kept the focus on women during the conversation and for most of the
interaction. Researchers found that assertiveness and extraversion did not wholly align
for both genders. Women negatively associated that men with lower pitch voices were
more masculine. Ranganath and colleagues further discovered that the use of hedges
expressed by the speaker indicated a lack of commitment to the proposition and worked
to distance the speaker’s psychological self from the uncomfortableness of the situation.
Men who were reportedly awkward infrequently spoke, softly, and had less variation in
the intensity of their speech. The researchers believed that distancing and awkwardness
of individuals might be related to low self-esteem or a lack of engagement (disinterest) in
the other person (Ranganath et al., 2009).
Additionally, Ranganath and colleagues (2009) found that the use of the words
“um” and “uh” varied in the study’s context, where “um” denoted flirting for both men
and women and “uh” had a negative correlation with flirting, friendly, assertive, and
awkward stances. Researchers also found turn-medial and turn-final laughter as being
associated with a friendly collaborative conversational style (Ranganath et al., 2009).
Turn-final laughter is a self-directed way for the speaker to make fun of themselves. In
contrast, turn-initial laughter is other-directed and a way of teasing or laughing at the
other individual’s comments (Ranganath et al., 2009).
Women’s use of negation (e.g., don’t, not, and no) is mainly associated with
flirtation, assertiveness, and awkwardness. The use of flirty negation by women often
manifests as teasing, challenging, ordering men not to do something, or refusing to do
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something for the man (Ranganath et al., 2009). Men who were talking with flirty women
were more likely to listen to them. One potential takeaway from the Ranganath’s and
colleagues’ study is the conclusion that, when talking to another person, people tend to
conceptualize entire conversations. For instance, when the participants were asked to
think of specific friendly or flirting behaviors, they were much less likely to identify any
one behavior or words that were indicative of such an action; instead, participants were
more likely to label the entire conversation as feeling flirty, awkward, assertive, or
friendly. An implication is that people experience conversations as a gestalt (whole
experience) experience rather than a feature-intensive experience, whereby they can
break down specific behaviors or words for analysis. Ranganath and colleagues (2009)
reported the lack of measurement of the specific skillset of flirtation experience as a
limitation because it is difficult to determine specific, unique behaviors for each of the
domains. Researchers also encourage future research to evaluate interpersonal stances
that co-occur, like assertiveness and flirting, or how assertiveness and flirting impact
one’s perception of an interaction (Ranganath et al., 2009).
In a study conducted by Koeppel and colleagues (1993), participants were
required to watch eight videos displaying various interactions with four different
relationship conditions. After watching the videos, participants were asked to rate male
and female interactions along relational dimensions (control, friendliness, and flirting).
The results of the study indicated that the level of intimacy influenced women’s
seductiveness ratings, the observer’s sex, and the interaction between interactor’s (the
person who initiated conversation) sex and observer’s sex (Koeppel et al., 1993). When
the male in the video-initiated conversation, the female was rated low on seductiveness in
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control, friendliness, and flirting interactions. Conversely, the female received relatively
high ratings when the male behaved seductively. The female interactor was rated as
moderately seductive in both control and friendly conditions. When the female initiated
in the flirting and seductive conditions, her seductive rating was relatively high. Male
observers rated women higher in seductiveness compared to female observers. They were
significantly more likely to rate a female as seductive when she was the initiator
compared to when the male was the initiator (Koeppel et al., 1993).
Renninger and colleagues (2004) were interested in evaluating men’s behaviors
before they approached women to see if specific actions made a woman more receptive to
an approach. Renninger et al., (2004) set out to answer what men did before approaching
women in efforts to improve their chances of reciprocity. Renninger and colleagues
hypothesized that six specific behaviors would positively predict successful approaches
and interactions with women: intrasexual nonreciprocal touch (e.g., a man touching
another man), space maximization movements (e.g., stretching, extending arms and legs),
open-body movements (e.g., avoiding crossed-arms), eye contact (e.g., glancing),
expressive gestures (raised eyebrows, hand expressions), and auto manipulation (e.g.,
face rub, scratching, playing with one’s hair) (Renninger et al., 2004). The researchers
observed men at three different bars and recorded their behaviors. Each man was
recorded for 30 minutes. To control for the level of attraction, after 30 minutes,
researchers had the observed men and those around them complete a survey regarding the
number of alcoholic drinks consumed and perceived level of attractiveness for women
present. An hour after the survey, researchers observed the men evaluate whether they
interacted with any women. Men who initiated and maintained conversations with
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women that lasted one minute or longer were coded as having made a successful contact.
Renninger et al. (2004) found that men who had more short and direct eye glances, spacemaximization movements (in this instance location changes), non-reciprocated
intrasexual touches, and open body movements were more likely to have successful
interactions. Researchers also found that, based on self-rated levels of attraction of
women in the bar, men displayed more space maximization and automanipulations
movements with more attractive women present. Men in the high attraction conditions
produced more automanipulations, such as rubbing of the chin, and total glancing
behaviors compared to men in the low attraction condition (Renninger et al., 2004). For
men in the high attraction conditions, researchers were also able to conclude that contact
outcome, either success or unsuccessful, was not related to the amount of attraction the
men reported, and suggests the behaviors (automanipulations, space maximizations, eye
contact) were more predictive of a successful interaction than the level of attraction. The
importance of the study in relation to the current one is that it provides behaviors (e.g.,
intrasexual nonreciprocal touch, space maximization movements, open-body movements,
eye contact, expressive gestures) for distinct men (certain automanipulations, intrasexual
touch, space maximization movements) from flirting behaviors that may be more
common for both sexes (e.g., glancing, closed versus open-body movements) (Renninger
et al., 2004).
Flirtation research has used experiments to study the effectiveness of pick-up
lines (e.g., Kleinke, Meeker, & Staneski, 1986; Senko & Fyffe, 2010; ). Senko and
colleagues (2010) conducted a study in which they had participants rate what they would
do if they were approached by an attractive or unattractive strasnger (control condition).
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These participants were then asked one of three types of pick-up lines: 1) flippant (e.g.,
“Do you have any raisins? No? Well then, how about a date?”), 2) direct (e.g., “I saw you
across the room and I knew I had to meet you. What is your name?”), and 3) innocuous
(e.g., “You look really familiar. Have we taken a class together?”) (Senko & Fyffe, 2010,
pg. 651). Results suggested that women were less willing to converse and consider a
relationship with the male if he used a flippant pick-up line, but also reported the men to
be funnier compared to men in the other conditions (Senko & Fyffe, 2010). Women were
also more likely to report that they would engage in a conversation and relationship if
they perceived the man as attractive.
In a separate study, Kleinke and colleagues (1986) used factor analysis to find
three types of opening lines, which included cute-flippant (e.g., “Your place or mine?”),
innocuous (e.g., “Are you a student?”), and direct (e.g., “I’m sort of shy, but I’d like to
get to know you”) (Kleinke et al., 1986, pg. 123-124). Results suggested that the majority
of women disliked the cute-flippant lines and preferred innocuous lines, whereas men
favored opening lines that were perceived as direct and assertive (e.g., “It’s hot in here;
would you like to go outside?” and “Would you like a ride home?”) (Kleinke et al., 1986,
pg. 590 ).
The next phase occurs when a couple exchanges affectionate, caring gestures, and
behaviors that resemble early child-parent bonding (Givens, 1978). The barrier to
physical closeness begins to dissolve, and the couple begins to relax. This phase occurs
when touching, stroking, caressing, massaging, hand-holding; begin to increase in
intensity and frequency. These behaviors mimic the early parental responses to a child.
Speech in this phase continues to be softer and high-pitched and may contain pet names
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(e.g., sweetheart, love, dear) and childhood allegories (e.g., baby, daddy, mommy). It is
also not uncommon to hear baby talk at this stage. Partners are expected to give and
receive behaviors that resemble early breastfeeding behaviors, such as licking, nuzzling,
sucking, playful biting, and kissing. These behaviors can be interpreted as sexually
meaningful displays, as well as communicate the emotional intimacy that serves as a
prerequisite to intercourse (Givens, 1978). Behaviors that resemble grooming may also
occur, such as fixing the other’s hair, adjusting clothing, back-rubbing, and buttoning; all
resemble parental child-tending. Lastly, carrying and gripping behaviors, such as
handholding, embracing, clinging, and hugging, can be found at this stage, and all can be
spotted in parenting and dating as signs of affection and attachment. These behaviors lead
to the next, more intense phase of physical interaction, the phase of sexual arousal.
Sexual Arousal
During the sexual arousal phase, lovers engage in physical intimacy (Givens,
1978). Couples share periods of intense eye contact and gaze at each other for long and
“meaningful” moments in very close proximity (Givens, 1978, pg. 353). Partners face
each other in the en face position, maximizing perception of their partner’s eyes and
facial expressions, while simultaneously intensifying nonverbal communication (Givens,
1978). The tempo of the behaviors during this period is slower compared to previous
phases. Language slows down, baby type paralanguage increases, and partners become
more relaxed and extremely attentive to each other, not unlike a parent and child
relationship. The exchange of nurturing signs contributes to the couple’s physical and
emotional union to a point where they proceed to sexual intercourse. After copulation, the
couple must navigate the next phase in courtship, the resolution phase (Givens, 1978).

65
Resolution
The perception of the amount of flirtation very well may shape the course of a
relationship and impact relationship outcomes like satisfaction and fidelity (Frisby,
2009). Frisby (2009) was interested in exploring flirting in the context of marriage and
sought to evaluate whether motivations behind flirting change with marriage. Frisby’s
qualitative examination revealed two themes for flirtation before marriage. The first
theme to emerge was a desire to reduce uncertainty about whether the other individual in
the couple wanted a relationship (i.e., trying to gauge the partner’s actual interest). The
second theme to emerge was flirting as a means of assessing sexual interest. Frisby
(2009) noted that in these two ways, flirting served both exploration and sexual
motivations before marriage.
According to Frisby (2009), couples reported flirting as a means of sexual
motivation after getting married, but that couples also reported that flirting provided a
means to get closer to a partner (relational flirting), to just have fun in the relationship
(fun motivation), and/or to feel better about oneself (esteem motivation). Many married
couples reported that flirting occurred exclusively between spouses and that it was
comprised of the couple’s own, unique language. Frisby commented that flirting seemed
to work to assure interest, promote positivity, and serve as a conflict management
technique. Married men reported that their wives perceived flirting as more important, so
the husbands engaged in it to satisfy their wives’ needs. One participant remarked how
they believed that flirting was one of the essential aspects in a marriage (Frisby, 2009).
In the resolution phase, the courtship encounter ends in copulation (Givens,
1978). When sex is accomplished, the couple may begin to distance themselves socially
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if desirable. Individuals may choose to go to sleep, leave another’s company, or become
involved in separate activities. Givens reports that, after sex, individuals begin to separate
both physically and psychologically. The pair may begin to act as an established couple
without having to go through the previous courtship steps. When sexual closeness is
achieved, couples do not have to negotiate the process, and the individuals can move in
and out of the sexual arousal and resolution phases (Givens, 1978). Flirting at this stage is
unnecessary, although it may be useful to facilitate further or future contact. Courtship
appears to be a temporary relationship that may only occur between the first few
meetings and intercourse. After the resolution phase, some courting signals may become
sparse.
The evolutionary perspective proposes that behaviors of love had long existed,
even before the linguistics of love was invented to label such acts. Buss and colleagues
(Sternberg & Barnes, 1988) believed that acts of love (e.g., she agreed to marry him, he
called her when she was feeling down, he held her hands, and he made love to her)
evolved to serve the function of increasing reproductive success. Acts of love include
behaviors that work to promote fidelity, resource display, mutual support and protection,
commitment, sexual intimacy, reproduction, resource sharing, and parental investment.
Resource display acts include buying someone a necklace, making dinner, buying an
engagement ring, and making oneself attractive for someone (Sternberg & Barnes, 1988).
Fidelity acts include dating one person exclusively, resisting having sex with others, and
remaining faithful (i.e., monogamy). Mutual support and protection acts include helping
with work, calling on someone when they need help, and helping calm the other down.
Commitment and marriage acts include asking someone to marry them, agreeing to the
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marriage, and discussing the possibility of marriage. Sexual intimacy behaviors include
being sexually open with another, making love, and having sexual intercourse.
Reproduction acts include one partner saying they wanted children, getting pregnant, and
having a child together. Resource sharing acts include behaviors where one partner
supported the other, working hard to provide for one’s family, and taking on a second job
to provide additional income. Finally, parental investment acts include nursing children,
teaching children how to play, and making financial sacrifices for the family. Buss (2007)
contends that natural selection and sexual selection favor individuals who demonstrate
more of these behaviors. Buss proposes that acts of love provide a selective advantage in
reproductive success for the reasons as mentioned earlier.
Flirting
Flirting is defined as “to play at courtship: act the lover without serious intent”
(Merriam Webster, Inc., 2002, p.871). Previous flirtation researchers have agreed that
nonverbal behaviors are essential to expressing sexual (Davis, 1971), romantic (EiblEibesfeldt, 1971), and love (Mehrabian, 2017) in relationships. Still, more researchers
have expressed a need for a broader definition of courtship behaviors to include both
marriage and casual dating (Cate & Lloyd, 1992). According to some researchers (i.e.,
Moore, 2010), courtship is a process that changes throughout many interactions, which
are influenced by culture and interpersonal processes. Moore (2010) contends that flirting
works to express and gesture romantic interest via indirect and subtle, nonverbal cues,
allowing people the ability to assess potential sexual or romantic partners before any
commitment. The similarities between humans and other mammals when proximity
attraction in facial expression and/or posturing has been supported in psychological,
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sociological, biological, and zoological studies (Moore, 2010). In total, three theoretical
approaches have been used to study courtship behaviors: evolutionary theory, social
learning theory, and social script theory.
Researchers attempting to integrate experimental and survey design research have
used many different methods to study both nonverbal (e.g., Ahmad & Fisher, 2010;
Renninger et al., 2004) and verbal flirtation (e.g., Kleinke et al., 1986; Senko & Fyffe,
2010). Research for flirtation has been conducted at bars (Renninger et al., 2004), with
individuals employing pick-up lines (Kleinke et al., 1986; Senko & Fyffe, 2010) and
researchers examining cross-sex friendships (Bleske-Rechek & Buss, 2001). Survey
methods have included flirtation factors or domains of flirting behaviors (Abrahams,
1994; Egland et al., 1996); however, research has failed to produce questionnaires that
capture unique flirtation behavioral items that were examined in these experimental
studies.
The motivation to begin flirting may shed light on gender differences in flirtation.
Henningsen, Braz, and Davies (2008) examined six different flirting motivations between
men and women: Sexual motivations of flirting, which include behaviors specific to the
courtship process and initiating sexual interaction; Relational motivations, which include
behaviors expressing an increased desire for relational intimacy between individuals and
are associated with strengthening relationships; Fun motivation, which includes behaviors
that passed the time and were considered distracting; Exploring motivations, which
include flirting behaviors that indirectly signal an appeal to start a relationship; Esteem
motivations, which include building one’s self-esteem and looking for positive feedback;
and Instrument motivation, which includes persuasion. Researchers found that men were
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more likely to initiate flirting because they were more sexually motivated compared to
women (Henningsen et al., 2008). The main effect of relational flirtation existed between
those in a social setting and those in the workplace (Henningsen et al., 2008). Results also
revealed that participants reported the motivation for flirting as relational, while sex and
exploring were the second most frequently reported motivations for both sexes
(Henningsen et al., 2008). The motivations behind flirting help to conceptualize why men
might view flirtatious interactions with women as more sexual. The difficulty of flirting
between sexes lies in the perception of the flirtatious interaction, with men
misinterpreting flirting as sexual because men may be more motivated to flirt for the
intention of having sex. At the same time, women tend to flirt for more relational
purposes.
Abrahams (1994) found that factors including touch, attentiveness, and eye
contact account for most behaviors that comprise flirtation. Abrahams (1994) conducted a
study in which he had raters assess flirtation in 45 separate scenarios encompassing five
domains: overtness, sexual assertiveness, invitation, playfulness, and unconventionality.
Abrahams (1994) found that overt flirting messages were the clearest and most direct in
indicating one’s intent to flirt. When both verbal and nonverbal flirtation behaviors were
employed, raters perceived flirting as more salient and intense. When nonverbal and
verbal flirting co-occurs, the person being flirted with (the “recipient”) may respond more
confidently to flirtation cues. However, women perceived flirtation invitations as such
less frequently than men. When it comes to determining the flirtation acts on domains of
playfulness, sexual assertiveness, overtness, playfulness, and unconventionality, there
were no differences between men and women (Abrahams).
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Flirting has often been perceived to get one’s way. An examination of
undergraduate students’ perceived beliefs regarding flirting behaviors between faculty
and undergraduate students. Researchers were interested in whether power influences
one’s desire to increase flirting behaviors. Participants were given one of four different
scenarios: 1) a male instructor flirting with a female undergraduate student, 2) a female
instructor flirting with a male undergraduate student, 3) a female undergraduate student
flirting with a male faculty member, or 4) a male undergraduate student flirting with a
female faculty member. Researchers then had participant’s rate 12 flirting behaviors:
calling a person at home, brief eye contact, sustained eye contact, brief physical contact
sustained physical contact, intimate contact, requesting to work on a group project, nonsexual humor, sexual humor, requesting to go out in a group, and going out as a couple.
Female students reported that male professors were more likely to initiate flirting than
male students and male students reported that female professors and male students were
more likely to report being the initiators of flirtation. Nearly 2/3 of both men and women
believed flirting could raise a female’s student’s grade, and 1/5 of participants felt it
would adversely affect the female student’s grade. Approximately half of the participants
believed that flirting could raise a male student’s grade, with about 1/4 of participants
reporting that it would negatively impact the male student’s grade. Results also revealed
that participants rated females as more effective flirters; however, very few participants
self-reported the belief that flirting would increase their grades.
Results of the Hall’s (2013) study further revealed that behaviors associated with
flirting involved one-on-one direct contact behaviors, including eye contact. Men rated
themselves less effective at flirting compared to women and rated women as being more
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likely to perceive male students and female professors as initiators of flirting. Female
participants, on the other hand, discounted the role of the female instructor. Researchers
posited that the frequency of flirting suggests that participants believe that flirting
behaviors are likely to be more subtle than previously thought. That research should
rethink what constitutes flirting behavior. Hall also suggested that where flirting
behaviors occur may be the best clue as to whether flirting is occurring at all. Hall
concluded that ambiguity exists between flirting and friendly behaviors, and those
behaviors such as standing close, smiling, and frequency of eye contact often determine
whether someone is flirting.
Flirting Styles
Flirting research has focused on the different types or styles of flirtation. Hall
(2013) has detailed five different types or styles of flirting, whereby he discusses the
friend zone and how there are times where women find themselves on dates and are
seemingly oblivious to the fact that they are on a date. Hall reports that 92% of young
adults can name a close friend of the opposite sex and that we have all likely had platonic
friendships at one point in our lives, which have meant, and perhaps still do mean, a lot to
us. Hall posits that, even though perfectly happy and platonic cross-sex friendships exist,
people may not perceive them as such. This obliviousness or unwillingness to
acknowledge relationships as anything other than platonic may serve a purpose, with
52% of people admitting secret attraction to their opposite-sex friend and 1/3 of people
reported having had sex with a friend while they were dating someone else (Hall, 2013).
Approximately 15% of women and men reported that they were actively pursuing a close
friend to develop something more than a friendship (Hall, 2013). The benefit of carrying
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on cross-sex friendships is two-fold. According to Hall (2013), the first benefit is the
ability to practice being comfortable around the opposite sex. The second benefit is
gaining insight into what traits or characteristics are desirable by the other sex. One
concern, according to Hall (2013), is how men and women transition a flirting friendship
into a romantic one.
Platonic friendships can appear a lot like romantic relationships. In cross-sex
friendships, men and women openly share their feelings and begin a path toward building
emotional intimacy (Hall, 2013). For some men and women, this emotional intimacy may
be confused for attraction. Assessing the line between a person who is a friend and a
person who is a boyfriend can be challenging to determine. Communicating, making time
to spend together, and having common interests are things often found in both romantic
and platonic relationships (Hall, 2013). According to Hall, people like their cross-sex
friendships as much as their romantic partners, which can lead to both parties feeling like
they have run into or up against a friend zone of sorts.
The friend zone occurs when one party feels like they have communicated their
flirting clearly. At the same time, the other partner has either misinterpreted the cues as
strictly friendly or has ignored the advances but continues the friendship (Hall, 2013). A
romantic relationship differs from a platonic relationship in two distinct ways. Hall
posits, “Your flirting style is the cause of your friend zone woes” (Hall, 2013, pg. 3). Hall
refers to the second difference as the “Trojan Horse” strategy (Hall, 2013, pg. 3). In this
scenario, one partner befriends another with the specific intent to become romantically
involved. Hall does not believe that most individuals take this route because most people
would be disappointed if the only reason someone wanted to be friends with them was to
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get closer to pursue a romantic relationship. Hall found that keeping the friendship going
is the number one reason most people do not express their romantic desire.
Under the evolutionary framework, friendship and cross-sex friendships likely
play a crucial role in developing flirtation skills. If submission displays and the ability to
demonstrate non-aggressiveness to achieve closeness is critical in the early courting
phases, then being able to keep and carry a friendship with a member of the opposite sex
is an excellent way to show your suitability as a romantic partner (Hall, 2013). Friends in
cross-sex relationships are spending time together and sharing intimate emotions and
common interests (Hall, 2013). Platonic friendships may start without strong feelings of
romantic attraction; then, someone begins to develop feelings for the other, then the
relationship moves into the friend zone. The friend zone provides a strategic evolutionary
advantage for men and women: access to available suitors. Women can be friends with
men whom they feel comfortable and safe being around and can gauge resource
acquisition and ambition of potential partners.
On the other hand, men may keep women as friends either in efforts to sharpen
their skills with the opposite sex or in hopes that one (or more) of their platonic
friendships turns sexual (Hall, 2013). In either case, for each sex, there are advantages to
having opposite-sex friendships. Hall details five flirting styles to help communicate
attraction and romantic interest to cross-sex friends for potential relationships.
The five flirting styles proposed by Hall (2013) include: physical, polite, playful,
sincere, and traditional. When people engage in the physical flirting style, they often
frame their intentions in cross-sex interactions as more romantic and sexual. For the
individual most likely to utilize the physical flirting style, it is unlikely that their
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behaviors will be misconstrued as just being friendly (Hall, 2013). The polite flirter is
more likely to take the route of the friend first. They might first develop a friendship
before trying to move into something more sexual if they find themselves attracted to the
other individual in such a way. The polite flirter might prefer to get to know someone
before they commit emotionally and physically, taking their time to communicate sexual
attraction (Hall, 2013). According to Hall, the characteristics of the playful flirter include
not trying to make friends with someone to whom one is attracted, while also remaining
straight-forward about one’s intentions. This individual often flirts with those in whom
they are not even romantically interested; consequently, this individual may run into
problems when attempting to initiate a romantic relationship. According to Hall, the
sincere flirter finds himself in the friend zone repeatedly. This individual admits to using
friendship to get someone interested in them and maintaining a friendship with someone
in whom they are physically and romantically attracted. The sincere flirter works to
develop a positive emotional connection with someone before revealing his intentions
with that person (Hall, 2013). Recipients of the sincere flirter’s style find that potential
partners have a difficult time discerning whether they are genuinely flirting with 35% of
people in the friend zone, reporting a sincere flirting style. Finally, the traditional flirter
keeps his friendships and romantic interests separate. The traditional individual tends to
have the least amount of cross-sex friendships compared to the other four flirting styles.
Traditional style flirters perceive men and women to have specific, distinct, and clear
gender roles (Hall, 2013).
The five flirting styles likely serve an adapted purpose in our ancestral past, each
with its advantages and disadvantages. From an evolutionary perspective, it may have
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been beneficial for men to employ individual flirting styles and for women to engage in
others. For example, the polite flirter may have evolved to demonstrate that they could
signal cues to raise a family, and the playful style may have evolved as a way to
maximize sexual encounters by being straightforward about their intentions.
Evolutionary theory may help to explain differences that emerge between the
sexes in flirting style and cross-sex friendships. Men report being more sexually attracted
to cross-sex friends more often than women; however, both sexes report using friendships
to explore potential romantic relationships (Hall, 2013). This finding suggests that
friendship has a strong evolutionary adaption as a potential mate-evaluating behavior.
This hypothesis may be viewed via the context of friends with benefits (FWB)
relationships. FWB works to test the romantic waters between partners and to evaluate
whether a potential partner is suitable (Hall, 2013). Men are more likely to keep FWB
physical, while women are more inclined to create a deeper emotional connection with
their partner (Hall, 2013). These beliefs align with evolutionary theory. According to Hall
(2013), men likely overestimate how much women are attracted to them, whereas women
likely underestimate how much men are attracted to them.
Flirting behaviors may also be used to intensify and/or strengthen an existing
relationship between partners. Research conducted by O’Sullivan and Byers (1992) found
that courtship signals and behaviors precipitate the invitation to approach and reciprocate
the response of sexual behaviors in couples. Verbal invitations were the most common
behavioral strategies employed, closely followed by kissing and other nonverbal
behaviors such as proximity to the partner with whom they were interested in having sex.
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Are men and women good at deciphering whether their friend is interested in
them? Hall seems to think so. The researcher posits that friends are successful at
estimating the amount of attraction there is between them (Hall, 2013). This estimation is
likely directly correlated with the amount of time two people spend together. Research
reveals that men who just meet a woman are more likely to agree to have sex as well as
more likely to infer sexual interest (Hall, 2013). Women are more likely to underestimate
the amount of commitment to which a man is willing to agree (Hall, 2013).
Nevertheless, as people get to know one another through the context of a
friendship, people are likely better purveyors of romantic intent. According to Hall
(2013), romantic interest in cross-sex friendships is more often mutual than not, and
couples in friendships usually reported similar levels of interest in the other (Hall, 2013).
However, the question remains: if one finds themselves in the friend zone, how does one
move out of it (assuming they desire to do so)?
There are a few things one can do to determine where they currently stand in a
relationship with a member of the opposite sex. Messman, Canary, and Hause (2000)
found that students who wanted to keep an opposite-sex friend refrained from flirting
with them or engaging in behaviors such as touching and gazing into one another’s eyes.
In fact, not flirting with the individual of interest was the only strategy employed in
maintaining cross-sex friendships.
Hall (2013) lists six things to look for when evaluating whether a partner is
interested in you or when you find yourself in the friend zone and desire to be elsewhere.
The first aspect of evaluating is whether the person in question is in a romantic
relationship. Although people are capable of cheating, being friends with someone who is
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in a pre-existing romantic relationship is a deterrent for those who find themselves in the
friend zone. Do you even know if they are dating someone or in a relationship? The
situation leads to a vague feeling of where one might stand regarding the friendship or
being placed in the friend zone. The best way to know is to ask the person of interest
directly. Have you met their friends? This, according to Hall (2013), is one of the best
indicators to determine whether someone is romantically attracted to you. Another good
indicator is whether the person of interest decides to hang out with you one-on-one or
exclusively in group settings (Hall, 2013). The setting has implications for closeness as
well as how closes one desires to be. Another aspect of attending is whether the person of
interest pulls away after spending a lot of time together. Do they want to hang out the
next day or wait a week or two? Distancing or pulling away might be an indicator that the
person of interest is not interested in a romantic relationship (Hall, 2013). Finally, does
the person of interest flirt in an obvious way? Apparent signs of flirting in a friendship
include kissing, neck messages, long hugs, arms being put around the other’s waist,
sitting in another’s lap, and/or sitting in proximity (Hall, 2013). Despite the knowledge
that such behaviors indicate whether one is being flirted with, there are still many who
struggle acting upon this information. However, once one is determined feelings may be
reciprocal, the individual might engage in approaches toward the person of interest.
After one suspect that the person of interest might have feelings for them, what
should that individual do? Hall (2013) suggests a few different methods to express one’s
romantic desires. The first is to share feelings and desires with the person of interest
directly. Because little more than half of the people report feeling romantically attracted
to a cross-sex friend, there exists a decent chance that the person of interest shares similar
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feelings and desires. Additionally, approximately half to two-thirds of individuals remain
friends after one party communicates their attraction (Hall, 2013). Feelings of attraction
can be directly communicated with the person of interest by asking them to share their
feelings as well.
Test Construction
In creating the Basic Behaviors of Flirtation Questionnaire (BBFQ), the
researcher followed test construction steps. The first step created instructions that were
brief and easy to follow and included items written for clarity, to reduce guessing,
neatness, precision, and that related to the construct of flirting (Kline, 1986). The
researcher avoided frequency terms; items should refer to behaviors, do not make items
too obvious, and social desirability when constructing items and kept in mind that
construction of an objective test should produce data that are unaffected when the
meanings in the item change over time (Kline).
When wording questions, it is best to follow seven guidelines. The first is
reducing insight into the items created because if participants perceive an item to be
measuring Y-trait, then their response reflects their view of their status in respect of the
trait (Kline, 1986). In other words, participants just rate themselves how they see
themselves rather than how they are. The second important step to item generating is
writing clear and unambiguous items to reduce the chance of participants misinterpret
items. The third is writing items that refer to specific behavior and not a general behavior
to increase reliability (Kline). An essential fourth step in creating items is making sure
items only ask one question or have one statement in them to reduce ambiguity and
measurement error (Kline). The fifth guideline for writing items is to avoid frequency
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terms because they are so ambiguous and highly subjective (Kline). The next step is
writing items that do not reflect feelings but instead are behaviors because feelings are
also subjective and lead to measurement error. Finally, the importance of having
participants put down the first answer that comes in their head is essential. The item
should invoke a powerful and instant response if the item does not, then it is unlikely to
tap into the behavior of interest.
Factor Analysis
The proposed study utilized two types of factor analysis: confirmatory and
exploratory. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used to uncover constructs influencing
a set of responses (Costello, 2009; DeCoster, 1998; Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, &
Strahan, 1999). Exploratory factor analysis examines the pattern of correlations or
covariance between observed items (DeCoster, 1998; Fabrigar et al., 1999). Items that are
highly correlated, either positively or negatively, are likely related to an underlying factor
(DeCoster, 1998). The main goal of EFA in the current study was to determine the
number of everyday items influencing a set of factors and the strength of the relationship
between each factor and observed items of the BBFQ (DeCoster, 1998; Fabrigar et al.,
1999; Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986). Several methods were used to determine the
number of factors that best describe the data investigated. In this analysis, a scree plot
was used to determine the number of factors that should be extracted. Parallel Analysis
(Ledesma & Valero-Mora, 2007) determined eight factors to extract. The researcher
chooses an oblique rotation because it is the most realistic method to simplify and clarify
the data structure (Costello, 2009).
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The selection of the items for each factor is an important step in the analysis. In
this analysis, items were included if the factor structure of items factor loadings were
greater than 0.45. These items above 0.45 are retained for a cleaner factor structure when
developing a new measuring instrument and (Costello, 2009; Ford et al., 1986) guidelines
for primary target item loadings are 0.70 (excellent), 0.63 (very good), 0.55 (good), 0.45
(fair), and 0.32 (poor) (Comrey & Lee, 2013). Cross-loading items of 0.32 or higher were
removed from the structure matrix analysis for a cleaner factor structure (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001b).

The Present Study
The present study sought to integrate experimental studies of flirtation and
courtship behaviors with the results of previous research. The primary purpose was to
construct a measure of flirtation that can be used to assess flirtation behavior in the field
accurately. If flirtation behavior can be predicted from the measure in those seeking a
romantic relationship, then interventions can be used to help individuals effectively
evaluate who is and who is not flirting. As the literature currently stands, there exists a
gap between behavioral items measured out in the field and self-reported behavioral
items recorded via surveys. A primary aim of the present study was to create a flirtation
questionnaire that accurately captures the flirting behaviors of both men and women to
help individuals who are not adept at understanding flirtation behaviors or experience
difficulties interpreting or enacting flirtatious behaviors. As previously stated, flirting is
an essential aspect of people’s lives. Flirting allows one to make accurate assessments of
others’ behaviors, and as such, couples may gain the opportunity to work on their
relationship by breaking down and assessing flirtation patterns.
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Multiple behaviors relate to how people flirt: eye contact, smiling, proximity,
touch, and intimate behaviors (e.g., kissing). There is a lack of research in the realm of
physical behaviors of flirtation in the self-report literature. The current study sought to
extend the knowledge about specific flirtation behaviors that predict long term, romantic
partners. There is especially a lack of research in flirtation for helping the treatment of
heterosexual social anxiety in therapy.
A poll of survey items was created by the researcher related to the construct of
flirtation. The survey was administered to people 18 and older, to explore its factor
structure, reliability, validity, and predictability. No measure has comprehensively looked
at and evaluated the most common reported flirtation behaviors. From an initial item pool
of 100 items based on current and previous research, an inventory was used to develop a
brief measure of flirtation behavior. Future researchers can hopefully extend the
validation of an empirical flirtation measure.

Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5 personality trait
Agreeableness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
Agreeableness.
Hypothesis 2
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5 personality trait
Extraversion. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with Extraversion.
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Hypothesis 3
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with the Big-5 personality
trait Neuroticism. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
Neuroticism.
Hypothesis 4
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with the Big-5 personality
Openness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with Openness.
Hypothesis 5
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5
Conscientiousness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
Conscientiousness.
Hypothesis 6
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Flirting Styles
Inventory subscales summed totals for Traditional, Physical, Playful, Sincere, and Polite
(Hall, 2013). The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with the Flirting
Styles Inventory subscales summed totals for Traditional, Physical, Playful, Sincere, and
Polite (Hall, 2013).
Hypothesis 7
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Sexual Proximity
Behaviors Questionnaire total score (Jesser, 1978). The subscales of the BBFQ will also
positively correlate with the Sexual Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire total score
(Jesser, 1978).
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Hypothesis 8
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with the UCLA Loneliness
Scale total score. The subscales of the BBFQ will also negatively correlate with the
UCLA Loneliness Scale total score.
Hypothesis 9
The BBFQ subscales will positively predict the number of dates in the past
month. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively predict the number of dates in the
past month.
Hypothesis 10
The BBFQ subscales will positively predict the number of a number of dates for
the last year. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively predict the number of dates
in the past year.

CHAPTER 2
METHODS
Participants
A power analysis was conducted to assess the total number of participants needed
for adequate power, along with keeping a 10:1 participant to item ratio. The current study
gathered 1741 participants in keeping with the 10:1 and 15:1 participant to item ratio
(Gorsuch, 1983). Participants at least 18 years and older were recruited to participate
online. Only participants residing in the United States were recruited for this study.
Questionnaires were administered via paper-and-pencil format as well as online via
survey monkey. Participants read the consent to participate form and selected “yes” if
they wanted to continue with the study.
Instruments
Demographics
A demographic questionnaire will ask to report their gender, age, sexual
orientation, ethnicity, academic status, country participants currently reside, dating, and
relationship status (see appendix B).
Flirting Styles Inventory
Twenty-six items from the Flirting Styles Inventory (Hall, 2013) were
administered to account for flirtation styles (See Appendix C). The items were measured
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on a Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Five
subscales can be derived from the total score: Traditional, Physical, Playful, Sincere, and
Polite. The Flirting Styles Inventory was developed to assess different flirting styles in
behavioral research. Cronbach Alphas ranged from 0.68 for polite to 0.87 for physical.
IPIP-NEO-60
Sixty items from the International Personality Item Pool (Maples-Keller,
Williamson, Sleep, Carter, Campbell, & Miller, 2017) were administered to participants.
Items measured on a Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree
strongly), were administered to account for personality (See Appendix D). Five subscales
were derived from the total score: Openness, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, and Extraversion. Cronbach Alphas ranged from .74 for Openness to .89 for
Neuroticism.
Basic Behavior Flirtation Questionnaire
One hundred five items formulated from previous research (Abbey & Melby,
1986; Abrahams, 1994; Ahmad & Fisher, 2010; Appel et al., 1968; Argyle, 1990; BleskeRechek & Buss, 2001; Buss, 1988; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Buss, 1994; Buss, 2003; Buss,
2007; Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Curran, 1977; Downey & Vitulli, 1987; Egland et al.,
1996; Fichten et al., 1992; Fox, 2004; Frisby, 2009; Givens, 1978; Grammer, 1990;
Grammer et al., 1998; Hall, 2013; Henningsen et al., 2008; Henningsen et al., 2009;
Hertenstein, Keltner, App, Bulleit, & Jaskolka, 2006; Maxwell et al., 1985; McAdams,
Jackson, & Kirshnit, 1984; McCormick, 1979; Mehrabian, 2017; Moore, 1985; Moore &
Butler, 1989; Moore, 2002; Moore, 2010; O’Sullivan & Byers, 1992; Perper & Fox,
1980; Perper & Weis, 1987; Renninger et al., 2004; Rosenblatt & Cozby, 1972; Scheflen,
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1965; Shackelford, Schmitt, & Buss, 2005; Stevens & Morris, 2007; Walsh & Hewitt,
1985). The items were measured on a Likert-type scale, ranging from 1” (you feel the
behavior fits very poorly or not at all with your idea of flirtation) to “7” (you feel the
behavior is a very good example of your idea of flirtation) (see appendix E).
The Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale
Twenty items from the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau, &
Cutrona, 1980), measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (I often feel this way), 2
(I sometimes feel this way), 3 (I rarely feel this way), to 4 (I never feel this way), were
administered to assess for loneliness. The Cronbach Alpha for the UCLA Loneliness
Scale was 0.87 (See appendix F).
Sexual Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire
Nineteen items from the Sexual Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire (Jesser,
1978), measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (all the time), were
administered to account for flirtation behaviors. The 19 items are separate items total
scores are tallied (see appendix G).
Procedures
The researcher obtained approval from the University’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB) before data collection. The survey was posted online. Participants will read
through the Human Subjects consent form and decide whether they want to continue to
participate. Participants were informed of the purpose of the study in the human subject
consent form. Those who chose to participate in the experiment were directed to the rest
of the survey. Those who choose not to participate were directed to the end of the survey.
Participants at university who choose to decline were offered extra credit for another
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assignment of equivalent time length. Once participants finished with the survey, they
were asked to voluntarily input their email address if they wanted to be entered the raffle
drawing. Participants were informed if they fill out the entire survey, they entered a raffle
where they had a chance to win one of three different gift card amounts (50$, 75$, and
100$). Participants filled out the BBFQ were recruited from online websites like reddit,
Facebook, and a school in the southern united states. The participants filled out six
different surveys. The average time to fill out the questionnaire was about 25 minutes.
The total number of participants collected was 2,232.

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Data Screening
Data were screened for outliers. Three hundred sixty-six participants were
excluded listwise due to missing and incomplete data. One hundred twelve participants
were removed from the study for failing one of three different validity checks within the
study. The remaining 1,754 participants were included in the analysis, which met the
criteria for 10 cases per variable (Kline, 1986). Five hundred participants were randomly
selected in SPSS to be excluded from the EFA and included in the CFA.

Demographics
The 1,754 participants were included in the study. Of the 1,754 participants,
40.3% (N = 707) were male and 54.8% (N = 961) were female; 4.9% of participants
reported being on gender spectrum (See Table 1 for Gender percent breakdown).
Ethnicity of the sample included: 82.9% White/Caucasian (N = 1,454), 2.9%
Biracial/Multiracial (N = 51), 4.8% Asian/Asian American (N = 84), and 2.9%
Black/African American (N = 51) (See Table 2 for Ethnicity breakdown). Sexual
orientation of the sample included: 48.5% heterosexual (N = 1,388), 9.8% bisexual (N =
171), 2.8% pansexual (N = 48), and 4.1% homosexual (N = 73 (See Table 3 for sexual
orientation breakdown). Relationship status of the sample included: 54.7% single .
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(N = 669), 12.7% in a committed relationship (N = 155), 18.3% dating (N = 51), and
9.2% married (N = 113); 30 participants did not report (See Table 4 for relationship status
breakdown). The average age of the sample was 24.65 with a standard deviation of 7.18.

Table 1
Breakdown of Participants by Gender

Male
Female
Trans spectrum
Dual Gender/Non-Binary
Trans Male
Androgynous
Gender Fluid
Trans Female
Other

Frequency
707
961
12
9
12
16
4
19
14

Percent
40.3
54.8
0.7
0.5
0.7
0.9
0.2
1.1
0.8

Table 2
Breakdown of Participants by Ethnicity

White/Caucasian
Biracial/Multiracial
Asian/Asian American
Middle Eastern
Black/African American
American Indian/Alaskan
Native
Hispanic/Latino(a)
Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
Other

Frequency
1,454
51
84
16
51

Percent
82.9
2.9
4.8
0.9
2.9

9

0.5

61

3.5

4

0.2

24

1.4
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Table 3
Breakdown of Participants by Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual
Bisexual
Pansexual
Asexual
Homosexual
Questioning
Demisexual
Other

Frequency
1,388
171
48
35
73
5
4
30

Percent
79.1
9.8
2.8
2.0
4.1
0.3
0.2
1.7

Table 4
Breakdown of Participants by Relationship Status

Single
Committed Relationship
Dating
Married
Engaged
Divorced

Frequency
959
224
321
161
59
30

Percent
54.7
12.7
18.3
9.2
3.4
1.7

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Sampling Adequacy
The researcher randomly selected 1,254 cases to be used for the EFA and data
reduction. The remaining 500 participants were used to test the confirmatory factor
analysis data structure. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was
0.90, suggesting good factorability. The correlation matrix for the BBFQ was analyzed
for factorability. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (x2 = 15979.75, p <.001)
and suggests the variables are correlated, and factor analysis is appropriate. The antiimage correlation matrix diagonals were above 0.9 for the remaining items, suggesting
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good factorability (Kaiser, 1974; Kline; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). An exploratory
factor analysis using the indicators of sampling adequacy was deemed appropriate for the
remaining 101 items (Kaiser; Kline; Tabachnick & Fidell). Table 5 shows the Sampling
Adequacy.

Table 5
Tables of Sampling Adequacy
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Chi-Square
Significance

.90
15979.75
<.001

Principal Components Analysis
The combination of the scree plot and parallel analysis (PA) was used to choose
the number of factors. For the number of participants and the number of variables, the PA
suggested extracting a total number of 13 factors. The first analysis ran a principal
components analysis to assess if any factors did not load when 100% of the variance was
considered. No rotation and no number of factors were selected originally for extraction.
Twenty-five items did not load, loaded poorly (below 0.4), or had commonalities below
0.4; these were removed before exploratory factor analysis. Since PCA is most
commonly used as a data reduction tool, the subsequent analysis of the remaining items
using exploratory factor analysis was used to explore the underlying theoretical structure
to the BBFQ.
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Exploratory Factor Analysis
Another parallel analysis with the remaining 76 items suggested an 8-factor
extraction. The factor analysis was performed with oblique rotation (direct oblimin) to
capture the relationship between the variables (Fabrigar et al., 1999). The researcher used
both maximum likelihood (ML) and principle axis factors (PAF) for extraction methods
to examine the factors and factor loadings. The difference between ML and PAF is often
minimal, but ML is considered more stringent as it tests the goodness of fit of the factor
solutions (Gorsuch, 1983) Maximum likelihood maximizes the probability of observing
data, given that the factor analysis model fits the population. Maximum likelihood is the
only EFA that gives a significance test, but it is extremely sensitive to sample size (Kline,
1986). The scree plot suggested a total of eight factors at first. A minimum factor loading
cut off at 0.40, suggesting adequate factorability, was used (Kline, 1986). Kline (1986)
suggests using strong cutoffs when developing a new measure, as well as increasing the
parsimonious nature of a new measure by keeping the number of items relatively low.
Communalities of items less than 0.4 were removed from the analysis. As a relatively
new measure, low communalities suggest low theoretical relation to factors (Kline,
1986). After deletion of item loadings that cross-loaded on the structure matrix and items
that failed to load on the pattern matrix, a four-factor solution, with 25 items, was
obtained. Factors were uninterpretable in the three, five, seven, and eight solutions due to
multicollinearity issues.
The total variance explained for the four-factor solution was 57.88%, and the
oblimin rotation provided the most well-defined factor structure. The four factors
accounted for the following variance: nervousness, lovemaking, togetherness, and
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prosocial (see Table 6 and Table 7). The alphas were high: nervousness 0.88 (five items),
lovemaking 0.90 (seven items), Togetherness 0.92 (four items), and proximity 0.89 (nine
items) (see Appendix H for pattern and structure matrices).

Table 6
Total Variance Explained

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total

% of
Variance
19.71
22.52
8.25
7.40
57.88

Table 7
Factor Reliabilities

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial

Alpha
0.88
0.90
0.92
0.89

Correlations between the factors were small to moderate: 0.05 between
nervousness and lovemaking; 0.28 between nervousness and togetherness; 0.30 between
nervousness and prosocial; 0.30 between lovemaking and togetherness; -0.29 between
lovemaking and prosocial; 0.15 between togetherness and prosocial (see Table 8).
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Table 8
Factor Correlations

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

Nervousness Lovemaking Togetherness Prosocial Total
1
.05
1
.28***
.30***
1
.30***
-.29***
.15***
1
.67***
.58***
.76***
.40***
1

***Significant at the .001 level

Composite scores were created for the four factors. Higher scores indicated
greater participation of flirtation behavior. All four other factors nervousness,
lovemaking, togetherness, and prosocial, were negatively skewed (Table 9).

Table 9
Factor Composite Descriptive Statistics

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial

Mean
4.66
4.32
5.18
4.57

Std.
Deviation
1.54
1.93
1.65
1.34

Skewness
-.49
-.20
-.79
-.27

Kurtosis
-.42
-1.31
-.19
-.54

ANOVAs
A one-way analysis-of-variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if there were
mean differences between gender on all four factors. The independent variable was
gender with three levels: men, women, and trans*spectrum. The dependent variables
were nervousness, lovemaking, togetherness, and prosocial. To control for Type I error,
the alpha level was adjusted for the four demographic tests (α/4 = 0.013). Levene’s test of
homogeneity of variance was not significant for gender and nervousness (f(2,
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953) = 0.79, p = 0.46), lovemaking (f(2, 820) = 0.68, p = 0.44), togetherness (f(2,
922) = 0.50, p = 0.61), or prosocial (f(2, 820) = .68, p = 0.44), indicating that the
variances between groups were the same. The results indicated a non-significant mean
difference for nervousness (f(2, 820) = 0.21, p = 0.82), lovemaking (f(2, 922) = 0.08,
p = 0.93), togetherness (f(2, 748) = 0.35, p = 0.71), and prosocial (f(2, 922) = 1.57,
p = 0.21).
A one-way analysis-of-variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if there were
mean differences between ethnicity on all four factors. The independent variable was
ethnicity with five levels: White/Caucasian, Black/African American, Asian/Asian
American, Biracial/Multiracial and other. The dependent variables were nervousness,
lovemaking, togetherness, and prosocial. To control for Type I error, the alpha level was
adjusted for the four demographic tests (α/4 = 0.013). Levene’s test of homogeneity of
variance was not significant for ethnicity and nervousness (f(4, 811) = 1.06, p = 0.38),
lovemaking (f(4, 913) = 2.23, p = 0.06), togetherness (f(4, 740) = 1.38, p = 0.24), or
prosocial (f(4, 913) = 0.62, p = 0.65), indicating that the variances between groups were
the same. The results indicated a non-significant mean difference for nervousness (f(4,
811) = 1.75, p = 0.14), lovemaking (f(4, 913) = 1.78, p = 0.13), togetherness (f(4, 740) =
0.91, p = 0.46), and prosocial (f(4, 913) = 0.79, p = 0.53).
A one-way analysis-of-variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if there were
mean differences between sexual orientation on all four factors. The independent variable
was sexual orientation with four levels: heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual, and other.
The dependent variables were nervousness, lovemaking, togetherness, and prosocial. To
control for Type I error, the alpha level was adjusted for the four demographic tests
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(α/4 = 0.013). Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant for sexual
orientation and nervousness (f(3, 820) = 0.59, p = 0.62), lovemaking (f(3, 922) = 3.41,
p =0.02), togetherness (f(3, 748) = 1.87, p = 0.13), or prosocial (f(3, 922) = 0.99,
p = 0.40),indicating that the variances between groups were the same. The results
indicated a non-significant mean difference for nervousness (f(3, 820) = 0.41, p = 0.75),
lovemaking (f(3, 922) = 0.26, p = 0.81), togetherness (f(3,748) = 1.75, p = 0.16), and
prosocial (f(3, 922) = 0.70, p = 0.55).
A one-way analysis-of-variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if there were
mean differences between relationship status on all four factors. The independent variable
was relationship status with six levels: single, committed relationship, dating, married,
engaged, and divorced. The dependent variables were nervousness, lovemaking,
togetherness, and prosocial. To control for Type I error, the alpha level was adjusted for
the four demographic tests (α/4 = 0.013). Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was
not significant for sexual orientation and nervousness (f(5, 815) = 0.73, p = 0.61),
lovemaking (f(5, 917) = 1.51, p =0.19), togetherness (f(5, 743) = 0.52, p = 0.76), or
prosocial (f(5, 917) = 1.94, p = 0.09),indicating that the variances between groups were
the same. The results indicated a non-significant mean difference for nervousness (f(5,
815) = 0.50, p = 0.78), lovemaking (f(5, 917) = 0.54, p = 0.75), togetherness
(f(5,743) = 0.60, p = 0.70), and prosocial (f(5, 917) = 0.36, p = 0.88).

Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 (A – E)
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5 personality trait
Agreeableness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
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Agreeableness. The correlations between the factors and agreeableness were: Total
BBFQ score and agreeableness 0.08; nervousness and agreeableness 0.07; between
lovemaking and agreeableness -0.01; between togetherness and agreeableness 0.06;
between prosocial and agreeableness 0.08 (see Table 10).
1A: Null Rejected
1B: Null Rejected
1C: Null Accepted
1D: Null Accepted
1E: Null Rejected

Table 10
Factor Correlations
Agreeableness

Trust

Morality

Cooperation

Altruism

Sympathy

Modesty

.07*
-.01
.06
.08*
.08*

.04
.06
.08*
.10**
.12**

-.04
-.06
-.01
-.02
-.06

.07
-.02
-.02
.03
.02

.11**
.02
.07*
.11**
.13**

.01
.01
.08*
.05
.06

.07
-.02
-.02
.03
.02

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
prosocial
Total BBFQ

*Significant at the .01 level
**Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 2 (A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5 personality trait
Extraversion. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with Extraversion.
The correlations between the factors and extraversion were: Total BBFQ score
and extraversion 0.12; nervousness and extraversion -0.06; between lovemaking and
extraversion 0.12; between togetherness and extraversion 0.07; between prosocial and
extraversion 0.11 (see Table 11).
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2A: Null Accepted
2B: Null Rejected
2C: Null Rejected
2D: Null Rejected
2E: Null Rejected

Table 11
Factor Correlations
Extraversion Friendliness Gregariousness Assertiveness

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

-.06*
.12***
.07*
.11***
.12***

-.09***
.07*
.04
.07***
.05

.01
.09***
.04
.06*
.10***

-.07*
.09***
.01
.05
.05

Activity
Excitement Cheerfulness
Level

-.01
-.01
.05 .09***
.07* .09**
.06* .13***
.07** .14***

-.10***
.11***
.07*
.08**
.10***

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 3 (A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with the Big-5 personality
trait Neuroticism. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
Neuroticism.
The correlations between the factors and neuroticism were: Total BBFQ score
and neuroticism 0.14; nervousness and neuroticism 0.17; between lovemaking and
neuroticism 0.03; between togetherness and neuroticism 0.07; between prosocial and
neuroticism 0.09 (see Table 12).
3A: Null Accepted
3B: Null Rejected
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3C: Null Accepted
3D: Null Rejected
3E: Null Rejected

Table 12
Factor Correlations
Neuroticism

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

.17***
.03
.07*
.09**
.14***

Anger

-.01
.13***
.07*
.07**
.12***

Depression

SelfConscious

.14***
-.05
.07*
.09**
.08**

.19***
.03
.02
.04
.12***

Immoderation Vulnerable Anxiety

-.02
.01
.01
.02
.02

.07*
-.03
-.01
.01
-.01

.14***
-.02
.06
.06*
.08**

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 4(A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with Big-5 personality
Openness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with Openness.
The correlations between the factors and openness were: Total BBFQ score and
openness -0.01; nervousness and openness -0.07; between lovemaking and openness
0.02; between togetherness and openness -0.01; between prosocial and openness 0.01
(see Table 13).
4A: Null Accepted
4B: Null Rejected
4C: Null Accepted
4D: Null Accepted
4E: Null Accepted
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Table 13
Factor Correlations
Openness Intellect Liberalism Adventurous Emotionality Imagination Artistic

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

-.07*
.02
-.01
.01
-.01

-.07*
.04
.04
-.01
.01

-.07*
.04
.04
-.01
.01

-.17***
-.02
-.09**
-.09**
-.14***

.02
.06*
.04
.01
.06*

.07*
.01
-.01
.07*
.06*

.01
-.02
-.03
.06*
.01

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 5(A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Big-5
Conscientiousness. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with
Conscientiousness.
The correlations between the factors and conscientiousness were: Total BBFQ
score and conscientiousness -0.01; nervousness and conscientiousness 0.03; between
lovemaking and conscientiousness -0.06; between togetherness and conscientiousness
- 0.01; between prosocial and conscientiousness 0.03 (see Table 14).
5A: Null Accepted
5B: Null Accepted
5C: Null Rejected
5D: Null Accepted
5E: Null Accepted
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Table 14
Factor Correlations
Conscientiousness

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

.03
-.06*
-.01
.03
-.01

SelfSelfOrderliness Dutifulness Achievement Modesty
Efficacy
Discipline

.08**
-.06*
.02
-.01
-.01

.04
-.05
.02
.05
.02

.01
-.01
.07*
.04
.04

.01
-.01
.02
.07*
.04

.07*
-.02
-.02
.03
.02

-.01
-.01
-.07*
-.05
-.05

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 6 (A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Flirting Styles
Inventory subscales summed totals for Traditional, Physical, Playful, Sincere, and Polite
(Hall, 2013). The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively correlate with the Flirting
Styles Inventory subscales summed totals for Traditional, Physical, Playful, Sincere, and
Polite (Hall, 2013).
The correlations between the factors and tradition, physical, playful, sincere, and
polite flirting styles are presented in Table 15.
Total score
6A: Null Accepted
6B: Null Accepted
6C: Null Accepted
6D: Null Accepted
6E: Null Accepted
Nervousness
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6A: Null Accepted
6B: Null Rejected
6C: Null Rejected
6D: Null Accepted
6E: Null Accepted
Lovemaking
6A: Null Accepted
6B: Null Accepted
6C: Null Accepted
6D: Null Accepted
6E: Null Rejected
Togetherness
6A: Null Accepted
6B: Null Accepted
6C: Null Accepted
6D: Null Accepted
6E: Null Accepted
Prosocial
6A: Null Accepted
6B: Null Accepted
6C: Null Accepted
6D: Null Accepted
6E: Null Accepted
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Table 15
Factor Correlations

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

Traditional Physical Playful
-.07*
.12***
.11***
.01
-.21*** -.10***
-.04
-.12***
-.01
-.06*
-.17*** -.14***
-.06*
-.19***
-.08**

Sincere
-.16***
-.08***
-.18***
-.18***
-.25**

Polite
-.11***
.18***
-.05
-.07**
.01

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 7 (A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be positively correlated with the Sexual Proximity
Behaviors Questionnaire total score (Jesser, 1978). The subscales of the BBFQ will also
positively correlate with the Sexual Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire total score
(Jesser, 1978). The correlations between the factors and agreeableness were: Total BBFQ
score and Sexual Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire total 0.38; nervousness and Sexual
Proximity Behaviors Questionnaire total 0.11; between lovemaking and Sexual Proximity
Behaviors Questionnaire 0.30; between togetherness and Sexual Proximity Behaviors
Questionnaire total 0.24; between prosocial and Sexual Proximity Behaviors
Questionnaire total 0.23 (see Table 16).
7A: Null Rejected
7B: Null Rejected
7C: Null Rejected
7D: Null Rejected
7E: Null Rejected

104
Table 16
Factor Correlations

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

Sexual Proximity Questionnaire
.11**
.30***
.24***
.24***
.38***

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 8 (A-E)
The BBFQ total score will be negatively correlated with The Revised UCLA
Loneliness Scale total score (Russell et al., 1980). The subscales of the BBFQ will also
negatively correlate with the UCLA Loneliness Scale total score.
The correlations between the factors and agreeableness were: Total BBFQ score
and UCLA Loneliness Scale -0.10; nervousness and UCLA Loneliness Scale 0.13;
between lovemaking and UCLA Loneliness Scale -0.11; between togetherness and
UCLA Loneliness Scale -0.15; between prosocial and UCLA Loneliness Scale -0.08 (see
Table 17).
8a: Null Rejected
8b: Null Accepted
8c: Null Rejected
8d: Null Rejected
8e: Null Rejected
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Table 17
Factor Correlations

Nervousness
Lovemaking
Togetherness
Prosocial
Total BBFQ

UCLA Loneliness Scale
.41**
-.39**
-.23***
-.26**
-.46***

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
***Significant at the .001 level

Hypothesis 9 (A-E)
The BBFQ subscales will positively predict the number of dates in the past
month. The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively predict the number of dates in the
past month.
For Total BBFQ, the regression was significant, F(1, 1263) = 7.81, p = 0.005
(B = 0.22, ß = 0.08, p = 0.01, 95% CI [0.07-0.37]). The model accounted for 1% variance
in number of dates in the past month.
For nervousness, the regression was not significant, F(1, 1263) = 0.951, p = 0.33.
For lovemaking, the regression was significant, F(1, 1273) = 10.67, p = 0.001
(B = 0.13, ß = 0.04, p = 0.001, 95% CI [0.05-0.21]). The model accounted for 1%
variance in lovemaking in number of dates in the past month.
For togetherness, the regression was significant, F(2, 1263) = 33.69, p < 0.001
(B = 0.15, ß = 0.37, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.10-0.20]). The model accounted for 19.8%
variance in number of dates in the past month.
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For prosocial, the regression was not significant, F(1, 1268) = 3.5, p = 0.06.
9a: Null Rejected
9b: Null Accepted
9c: Null Rejected
9d: Null Rejected
9e: Null Accepted
Hypothesis 10 (A-E)
The BBFQ subscales will positively predict the number of dates for the last year.
The subscales of the BBFQ will also positively predict the number of dates in the past
year.
For Total BBFQ, the regression was significant, F(1, 1287) = 6.75, p = 0.01
(B = 0.18, ß = 0.07, p = 0.01, 95% CI [0.05-0.31]). The model accounted for 1% variance
in BBFQ number of dates for the year.
For nervousness, the regression was significant, F(1, 1399) = 14.05, p < 0.001
(B = -0.17, ß = -0.11, p < 0.001, 95% CI [-0.26- -0.08]). The model accounted for 1.2%
variance in nervousness number of dates for the year.
For lovemaking, the regression was significant, F(1, 1388) = 29.72, p < 0.001
(B = 0.18, ß = 0.15, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.12-0.25]). The model accounted for 2.3%
variance in number of dates for the year (see Tables 18-22).
For togetherness, the regression was not significant, F(1, 1268) = 0.01, p = 0.97.
For prosocial the regression was not significant, F(1, 1263) = 4.65, p = 0.05.
10a: Null Rejected
10b: Null Rejected
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10c: Null Rejected
10d: Null Accepted
10e: Null Rejected

Table 18
Regression Summary for Total BBFQ Predicting Number of Dates in the Last Month

(Constant)
Total BBFQ

B

95%CI

β

t

p

.22

[.07-.37]

.08

2.76

.005**

**Significant at the .01 level

Table 19
Regression Summary for Lovemaking Predicting Number of Dates in the Last Month

(Constant)
Lovemaking

B

95%CI

β

t

p

.13

[.05-.21]

.37

3.22

.001***

***Significant at the .001 level

Table 20
Regression Summary for Togetherness Predicting Number of Dates in the Last Month

(Constant)
Togetherness
***Significant at the .001 level

B

95%CI

β

t

p

.15

[.10-.20]

.37

13.22

<.001***
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Table 21
Regression Summary for Total BBFQ Predicting Number of Dates in the Last Month

(Constant)
Total BBFQ

B

95%CI

β

t

p

.22

[.05-.31]

.08

2.76

.005**

**Significant at the .01 level

Table 22
Regression Summary for Lovemaking Predicting Number of Dates in the Last Month

(Constant)
Lovemaking

B

95%CI

β

t

p

.18

[.12-.25]

.07

5.46

<.001***

***Significant at the .001 level

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Structural equation modeling AMOS was used to assess three different viable
models. Since there were no previous theoretical underpinnings, the CFA was driven by
what the data suggested. Using maximum likelihood, omnibus estimates of fit indicated
that a four-factor model represented the best model of fit (CFI = 0.89; N FI = 0.88;
RMSEA = 006. The specified four-factor solution (x2 = 2092) was significantly better
than the one-factor (x2 = 192) or the three-factor analysis (x2 = 592). In the three separate
models, covariance factors matrices were analyzed. In the four-factor model, the BBFQ
revealed comparable relationships to correlations between the four factors (Table 23-25
and Figure 1).
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Table 23
4- Solution Confirmatory Factor Correlations
Nervousness Lovemaking Togetherness Prosocial
Nervousness
1
Lovemaking
.03
1
Togetherness
.30*
.31*
1
Proximity
.32*
-.38*
.14*
1
*Significant at the .001 level

Table 24
Fit Indices for CFA

4-Factor Solution
3-Factor Solution
2-Factor Solution
1-Factor Solution

NFI
.88
.81
.73
.71

CFI
.89
.79
.74
.67

RMSEA
.06
.08
.10
.20

Table 25
Demographics for Reported Places One Was Likely to Flirt

Alone
Don’t
Party
Bar
School
Work
Club
Anywhere Appropriate
Online
Text
Dates

N
123
67
134
231
188
167
134
78
84
90
145

Total %
9
5
9
16
13
12
9
5
6
6
10
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Figure 1 Four Factor Model

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
The structure of the BBFQ revealed a four-factor solution was the best fit for the
data. The factors, which included nervousness, lovemaking, togetherness, and prosocial,
held up to different extractions and rotations. Lovemaking accounted for a little more
than a third of the variance. The alphas for the four factors suggested they were all
internally consistent. The total variance explained by the four factors was 58%. The
different factor solutions of 5, 7, 8, 10, were analyzed, and no model was as robust as the
four-factor solution. A factor solution of 58% is consistent with previous research that
finds between 40% and 70% variance explained in psychological research with a sample
of ten subjects per item (Costello, 2009).
The correlations between the factors revealed interesting patterns. There was no
correlation between nervousness and lovemaking, which may suggest that being nervous
and sexual acts are mutually exclusive in the self-reported flirting process. This may
suggest that when people are asked what makes up flirtation behaviors, they think of two
separate steps in the flirting process along the lines of what Givens (1978) proposed as
flirting being a 5-step process.
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The correlation between nervousness and togetherness revealed a small positive
correlation between the two factors, which makes psychological sense, as participants
who self-reported flirting behaviors that an individual would be nervous when spending
time with someone with whom they were flirting. The factors may be what would
separate someone reporting being together with friends from someone being with a
potential romantic partner or out on a date.
The correlation between nervousness and prosocial was also psychologically
intuitive; as one stood closer to the person with whom they were flirting, one would selfreport feeling more nervous. Again, nervousness likely filters out a friend versus a person
to whom one felt a romantic interest in prosocial.
Lovemaking and togetherness were positively related to one another and suggests
a few different scenarios. The first is that lovemaking may occur the more time two
people spend together, or that spending more time together may result from sex and
sexual acts. Lovemaking and prosocial were negatively related to each other, which may
seem counterintuitive. One would speculate that while performing sexual and sensual
acts, one could also perform behaviors like laughing, smiling, and giggling. This might
be due to items like “I sat right across from them,” “I stood close to them,” and “I sat
next to them.” Participants may have imagined these two instances occurring in separate
scenarios, perhaps one the bedroom or a more intimate setting and another at a coffee
shop or restaurant.
Togetherness and prosocial revealed a small relationship between time spent
together and the prosocial between people, perhaps because the items for togetherness
were more abstract than the items that made up prosocial. It is also likely that even
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though one may be with someone for most of the day, this does not necessarily mean that
one performs the acts that make up prosocial. It may be that the addition of nervousness
transforms the interaction into one of flirtation when people self-report what makes up
flirting behaviors.
The following confirmatory factor analysis did not meet the criteria for
significance. However, all the fit indices were close to meeting the criteria for
significance (See Table 17), suggesting the research may be on the right track. Some
items might need to be replaced with more present tense language and the complete intent
of the language. For example, “I texted them most of the day” does not occur in the
present tense, but there also seems to be a need to capture the behavior of texting
someone frequently. Other examples of abstract items include, “I talked to them most of
the day,” I spent more time with them than anyone else,” and “I spend most of my time
with them.” All are important yet lack the present tense that almost all the remaining
items express. A change of tense is a good idea for future research. Items that are past
tense may allow the individual to conceptualize the action as distant or psychologically
separate from the items that are in the present tense. However, togetherness was
positively related to all the other variables, whereas the relationship between nervousness
and lovemaking was close to zero. Togetherness is likely a pivotal component to the
flirting behaviors as time occupied with someone is a good indicator that one may be
romantically interested in them.
Items in prosocial had been examined in previous research and reflected
behaviors found in previous research exploration of proceptivity (Abbey & Melby, 1986;
Ahmad & Fisher, 2010; Argyle, 1990; Batson, 1987; Buss, 1988, 1994, 2007; Cate &
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Lloyd, 1992; Davis, 1971; Downey & Vitulli, 1987; Exline et al., 1965; Fichten, et al.,
1992; Grammer, 1990; Grammer et al., 1998; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Jesser, 1978;
Kendon & Ferber, 1973; Koeppel et al., 1993; Mehrabian, 2017; Moore & Butler, 1997;
Moore, 1997, 2002, 2010; Perper, 1985; Perper & Weis, 1987; Rasa et al., 1989;
Shackelford et al., 2005; Simpson et al., 1993). Previous research found sexual interest
communicated nonverbally in the form of signs and gestures (Gecas & Libby, 1976).
Items like “I smiled at them,” “I nodded my head,” “I laughed,” “I just focused my
attention on them,” “I sat next to them,” “I stood close to them,” “I leaned toward them,”
“I sat right across from them,” and “I giggled,” are all nonverbal. Gecas and Libby (1976)
revealed physical space, smiles, winks, body posture, eye contact, clothing, among other
behaviors, communicated romantic interest. Prosocial highlighted the importance of both
physical space and smiling, along with other communiques like laughing and giggling.
Gecas’ and Libby’s operational definition of flirting as “a way to communicate one’s
desires with a minimum risk of rejection, in that the cues are generally less committing
and more easily disavowed than an actual verbal proposition,” suggests that subtle
behaviors allow an individual to save face when proposing a romantic interest to a
potential partner (Gecas & Libby, 1976, pg. 42).
The items of lovemaking have been found in previous evolutionary research
(Buss, 1988, 1994, 2007; Darwin, 1859, 1871; Grammer, 1990; Grammer et al., 1998).
According to Buss (2007), mating is part of the evolutionary process in producing
adaptations, and individuals who fail to mate, fail to produce ancestors. Lovemaking
items like “I made sexual suggestions,” “I asked them if they would like to have sex,” “I
performed oral sex on them,” “I talked vaguely about sex,” “I touched their neck,” “I play
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bit them,” and “I kissed them,” all suggest a more evolutionary component. It is
interesting that the item “I had sex with them” did not load sufficiently on this factor.
Perhaps the behaviors that lead up to sex are better indicators of romantic interest than
sex itself. The correlation with the number of partners and the number of dates revealed
this lovemaking and supported lovemaking to initiate romantic encounters and dates.
Lovemaking items are likely to occur further down the relationship, so, interestingly,
participants rated items as items of flirtation. Perhaps participants reflected when they
were back in relationships.
Previous research also talked about courting in stages (Birdwhistell, 1970;
Givens, 1978). Lovemaking and prosocial do suggest a progression of steps, the gradual
closing of distance for potential partners to be more intimate. The factors most
representative of Givens's (1978) stages are recognition and sexual phases. Prosocial has
behaviors that Givens details in the attention and recognition stages. Behaviors like
orienting the body towards the other, smiling, and gazing are included in the recognition
phase and reflect the items on the prosocial factor. Lovemaking included behaviors such
as kissing, caressing, stroking, and other affectionate gestures. The results of the current
study suggest that perhaps the two stages play an essential part in what people believe to
be flirting.
Previous research found that women’s behaviors at the beginning of courtship
rituals signal whether it is appropriate for men to respond (e.g., Argyle, 1990; Cary,
1976; McCormick & Jones, 1989). However, ANOVA analysis revealed no sexual
differences in what men and women believed to be flirtation behavior. Argyle (1990)
reported that gazing, eye contact, movement, smiling, open posturing, and prosocial are
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all positive signals in early courtship stages. More research needs to be done to explore
just how different these behaviors are between the sexes because ANOVA analyses
revealed no gender differences. The only differences to emerge in all flirtation factors
was with asexual participants. They differed on lovemaking, which suggests that
individuals who fall on the asexual spectrum do not necessarily flirt or that they may not
be aware of behaviors of flirting.
Togetherness perhaps is the most intriguing factor of the EFA. The items “I spend
most of my time with them,” “I spent more time with them than anyone else,” “I talked to
them most of the day,” and “I text them most of the day,” all reflected the concept of time
spent with another and has not been explored in other research, but it does make intuitive
sense. You intuitively would want to spend time with a potential romantic partner, and
the greater the time spent with someone could mean, the stronger you feel about them. It
was also the only factor that correlated with lovemaking, suggesting either time spent
together, or the thought of spending time together is related positively to behaviors
(items) in lovemaking. Togetherness may have some previous theoretical underpinnings
with parental investment theory. Trivers (1972) details the concept of investment in mate
selection, and togetherness represents a time investment. Trivers (1972) theorized that
females are choosier when selecting a potential partner because having children is
evolutionarily costly. By wanting to spend time with a partner or having a partner spend
time with you, it may signal to a potential partner an ability to commit.
Togetherness has also been found in previous research. Perper and Weis (1987)
found rejection themes included ignoring and avoiding proceptive behavior and intimate
situations. Togetherness deals with spending a great deal of time with someone and could
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be argued to be the opposite of rejection themes Perper and Weis referenced. However,
taken alone, togetherness could reflect spending time with a friend, but taken together
with lovemaking and prosocial, togetherness in this study is highly suggestive of flirting
behavior.
Nervousness perhaps offers the most clinically relevant information. The items “I
get nervous when I am around them,” “I find my heart rate increases when I am around
them,” “I get sweaty when I am around them,” “I felt nervous talking to them,” and “I
struggle with that to say” are behavioral descriptions of nervousness or anxiety.
Nervousness likely determines whether we are talking to someone in whom we are
romantically interested, as the more nervousness is elevated, the higher the stakes may be
perceived by the person initiating a flirtation encounter. Previous research suggests that
some men may be better than others at recognizing and noticing behaviors of romantic
interest in women, which may be due to the level of anxiety they experience in the
presence of someone with whom they want to flirt (White, et al., 1998; Tennov, 1979).
The previous research suggests that there might be utility in teaching individuals who
want to go out on the dating scene some tools to deal with the anxiety that is likely to
arise in the presence of potential romantic partners, and could be useful for individuals
who are high in social anxiety and poor with social skills (Curran, Wallander, &
Fischetti, 1980). Individuals poor in social skills could be coached to look for a certain
number of flirtation behaviors found in this study and react appropriately. Alternatively,
individuals could be taught to participate in these behaviors of flirtation to communicate
interest.
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There is a clinical implication for the factor of nervousness in relationship to
shyness or social anxiety for clinicians to be able to apply intervention strategies. Shyness
is defined as “the discomfort and inhibition experienced in the presence of others that
derives directly from the interpersonal nature of the situation” (Jones et al., (1986,
p. 634). Ickes, Robertson, Tooke, and Teng (1986) found that people high in shyness or
anxiety had more negative thoughts about themselves; this occurred with interactions of
the opposite sex as well (Bruch, Gorsky, Collins, & Berger, 1989; Cacioppo, Glass, &
Merluzzi, 1979). Nervousness suggests, especially since that it was the second most
substantial loading factor, that a component of flirtation there also needs to be some
physiological arousal, which is consistent with the previously mentioned studies around
shyness and anxiety (Bruch et al., 1989; Cacioppo et al., 1979). Interestingly, Garcia and
colleagues (1991) found physical attractiveness influenced shyness and anxiety. When
women were in the company of attractive men, they attempted to establish more
communal and intimate relationships with their partners; this also took place at the
infancy of conversations (Garcia, Stinson, Ickes, Bissonnette, & Briggs, 1991). Men who
engage with women who are physically attractive continuously try to engage their partner
in dialogue and attempt to adopt their partner’s cognitive style as well. Finally, the
authors suggest that the social investment of engaging with someone physically attractive
is worth pursuing. Objective and subjective data revealed that interactions with attractive
people were rated as pleasant and positive (Garcia et al., 1991).
As previously mentioned, a measure to help social anxiety for dating would be
useful. Loneliness is one of the most common reasons individuals report coming to
therapy (Matthews et al., 2018). Loneliness is suggested to be one of the underlying core
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issues behind diagnoses including depression, stress, social anxiety, and paranoia
(Jaremka et al., 2013; Lim et al., 2016; Matthews, et al., 2018), as well as physical health
like the common cold, sleep disturbances, and mortality rates (LeRoy et al., 2017; Lyall
et al., 2018; Steptoe et al., & Wardle, 2013).
Prosocial observational studies have found attentiveness, touching, and eye
contact is indicative of successful flirtation (Ahmad & Fisher, 2010; Renninger et al.,
2004). Ahmad and Fisher (2010) revealed that a fixated glance was suggestive of sexual
intent. Again, the current study found no specific items related to eye contact loaded on
any factor, but that items such as, “I smiled at them,” “I sat right across from them,” and
“I just focused my attention on them,” likely measure eye contact implicitly. However,
unlike Ahmad and Fisher (2010), these items were related to spending time together and
nervousness and not to lovemaking. Eye contact may not be as important as eye contact
accompanied by these other behaviors. Future research should look to distinguish the
types of eye contact that accompany behaviors found in flirting.
Research in the future could include more “prosocial-” like items to capture
flirtation more robustly. Some previous empirical literature supports prosocial items on
flirting. The items “I laughed” and “I giggled” fit Fichten’s report of paralanguage
(Fichten et al., 1992). Fichten and colleagues concluded that nonverbal behavior might be
communicated by giggling, laughing, and other features like the pitch of the voice
(Fichten et al., 1992). Future studies should also explore if these behaviors frequencies
are performed equally between the sexes and even between orientations.
The prosocial factor does have some implications for clinical practice. Items of
the prosocial factor included: “I smiled at them,” “I sat next to them,” “I sat across from
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them,” “ nodded my head,” “I laughed,” “I stood close to them,” “I just focused my
attention on them,” “I sat right across from them,” and “I giggled.” Previous research has
studied flirting in the therapy setting between client and therapist (Scheflen, 1965). Erotic
transference is one of the most talked-about processes that occur in therapy (Scheflen).
Perhaps clients, and sometimes therapists, misinterpret these behaviors as signs of
attraction, which lead to erotic transference and countertransference in therapy.
Researching this factor in the therapy setting might help determine how erotic feelings
arise for clients and sometimes therapists.
Big-5 personality traits correlated with the four flirtation factors. Nervousness
was positively related to agreeableness and neuroticism. Nervousness was negatively
related to extraversion and openness to experience. Lovemaking was positively related to
extraversion and negatively related to conscientiousness. Togetherness was positively
related to extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Prosocial was positively related
to neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness. It appears that prosocial behaviors could
be what Bateson coined “prosocial.”
This study may be used to help identify flirting behaviors. As far as clinical
concerns, therapy has been shown to help with specific Big-5 characteristics. Therapy
helps increase openness to experience and extraversion, as well as to decrease
neuroticism over time (Glinski & Page, 2010). Therapy for physiological and personality
issues may help an individual become better equipped to flirt. Thus, interventions for
individuals trying to meet people romantically may focus on these clinical aspects. The
interventions could be used with individuals who have social anxiety and poor social
skills (Curran et al., 1980). Individuals poor in social skills could be coached to look for a
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certain number of flirtation behaviors found in this study and react appropriately.
Alternatively, individuals could be taught to participate in these behaviors of flirtation to
communicate interest.
The results of the current study seem to support Givens (1978) research loosely.
There appear to be phases that people imagine themselves working through when asked
to rate flirting behaviors. A crude progression might be nervousness then on to prosocial,
then togetherness, and finally lovemaking. The progression does mimic some
evolutionary research on the process of courtship rituals as well (Givens, 1978).
However, flirting did not appear to differ by the sexes, suggesting that both men and
women are aware of what flirting behaviors are and how progression through flirting
looks.
This study also highlighted the relationship between flirting behaviors and
loneliness. Loneliness has been suggested to be at the root of mental health problems like
social anxiety, stress, depression, and paranoia (Jaremka et al., 2013; Lim et al., 2016;
Matthews, et al., 2018), and common physical health problems (LeRoy et al., 2017; Lyall
et al., 2018; Steptoe et al., 2013). The nervousness factor was positively associated with
loneliness, which may mean that social skills training and social anxiety treatment could
go a long way in reducing anxiety to meeting people. Further research should explore if
those who experience increased nervousness in dating can work to reduce their anxiety to
be more successful in finding a partner. The prosocial factor also allows for
psychological interventions with proper psychoeducation around sociable appropriate and
prosocial behaviors (e.g., laughing, smiling, being near them). These factors allow for
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some intervention capacity on behalf of the individual to help increase, those with a high
amount of anxiety or are unaware, success with finding a partner.

Limitations
One of the most significant limitations of the study was the time spent filling out
the questionnaire. The online average was 26 minutes. There was a lot of attrition
between starting the questionnaire and those who finished the entire survey packet. Other
limitations include the subjective nature of exploratory factor analysis and self-report
data. Confirmatory factor analysis should be done to test the validity of the factors chosen
to see if the factors fit the data. The problem with self-report data is the bias that comes
from respondents. The difficulty in asking participants to rate themselves or how often
they perform behaviors is that the participants may not be entirely sure. It can be difficult
when answering a question that asks, “I giggle,” and the participant is aware of socially
desirable responses. Future research should include items along the same lines of the
confirmatory factor analysis found here as it met criteria for significance one out of the
three fitness indicators. Future research should also include differences in CFAs for men
and women, as well as, sexual orientations to see if models for any group better fits the
data.
The sample was taken from online and was self-report. Personal biases may have
influenced the subjective nature of self-report measures. Reporting on one’s own ability
to be flirtatious may be difficult for those who lack insight but are naturally good at
flirting. Conversely, it may be easy to rate what you believe others might find flirtatious
behavior in anticipation and not your experience of flirting. It may be useful in the future
to catalog behaviors of people before they flirt, videotape them, and ask them to rate how
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well the behaviors they used to flirt reflected their attempts to flirt accurately. The
cataloging could be done at speed dating events where there might be a broad range of
people with different backgrounds able to be represented. Observer reports of flirting via
friends, or partners could help verify perceptions of an actual flirting encounter reported
by the person who claims to be flirting.
Eye contact was not replicated in this study as a flirtation behavior. Previous
research found eye contact to be a part of the flirtation process, possibly because when
participants imagined themselves doing a flirting behavior, they implicitly thought they
were making eye contact. For example, “I smiled,” “I laughed,” or “I nodded my head,”
all may include the implicit association that I am looking at the person with whom I am
flirting. Making items like “I looked at them” and “I glanced at them” redundant. Still,
more research needs to examine if this is the case.
Finally, the lack of demographics around specific demographics limited the
external validity of the study. There was not a diverse group of races and ethnicities
reported in the current study, which limits the ability to capture flirting behaviors across
cultures. Age is another consideration; there may be differences in how we flirt across the
lifespan, and the lack of variability of age in this student limits the ability to study flirting
at different life stages. Lastly, the lack of sexuality diversity restricts the ability to
compare flirting behaviors across sexuality. Future research may do well studying flirting
in specific cultures and subcultures and then generalize to mainstream flirting behaviors.
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Suggestions for Future Research
Future research should focus on a combination of self and observer report data to
help identify and clarify flirting behaviors. Another method would be to bring people in
and have them participate in a speed dating event to collect data on behaviors.
Participants could rate their experiences of flirting in real-time, and then the collected
video data would catalog specific behaviors that corresponded to the proximity of
flirtation. Future research should also look to include more items related to the four
factors identified and explored in the present study. The model met fit criteria for one out
of the three fit indices, perhaps suggesting inclusion or exclusion of certain items may
result in a model that meets all fit indices. Marriage is positively associated with
emotional, cognitive, physical well-being, financial earnings, reduced mortality rates
(Cornwell & Rupert, 1997; Ginther & Zavodny, 2001; Gray, 1997; Hersch & Stratton,
2000; Korenman & Neumark, 1991; Lillard & Waite, 1995; Luoma & Pearson, 2002;
Murray et al., 2000; Ribar, 2004; Richardson, 2000; and Stratton, 2002). Future research
should include the progression between flirting behaviors and the likelihood of long-term
courtship, and/or marriage.
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1. What is your age? __________
2. Gender: Male ____ Female Transgender____ Trans spectrum______
3. Sexual Orientation: Please CIRCLE
Heterosexual Lesbian

Gay

Bisexual

Asexual

Another please specify_______________
4. Mark the race/ethnicity with which you most closely identify: Please CIRCLE
White/Caucasian

Black/African American

Asian/Asian American
Biracial/Multiracial

Hispanic/Latino(a)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaskan Native

Middle Eastern

Other (please specify) _______________________
5. Marital Status: Please CIRCLE
Single

Coupled

Married

Divorced

Widowed

6. Religious Affiliation: Please CIRCLE
Agnostic Atheist
Protestant None

Catholic

Hindu

Jewish

Muslim

Baptist

Buddhist

Other (please specify) __________________________
7. College GPA:
8. If you are in a relationship please indicate approximately how
long:__________________
9. Please indicate how many dates you have been on with different people in the
past: _______________________
10. Please indicate how long you spent in the longest relationship you have
been in: _________________________
11. Please indicate the number of partners you have had in your life: ______________
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12. Academic Major CIRCLE All that APPLY:
PSYCHOLOGY

KINESIOLOGY

MECHANICAL ENGINEERING
COMMUNICATIONS
ENGINEERING

HISTORY

NURSING

AVIATION

GRAPHIC DESIGN

COMPUTER SCIENCE
BUSINESS

ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING

SPEECH AND LANGUAGE
GENERAL STUDIES

BIOLOGY

CONSTRUCTION

ENGLISH
FINANCE

SOCIOLOGY JOURNALISM
OTHER
(SPECIFY)__________________________________________________
13. How would you rate your level of physical attractiveness compared to the average
student? Circle a number on the following scale:
UNATTRACTIVE
1
2
3
Extremely Very Moderately

AVERAGE
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

ATTTRACTIVE
8
9
Very Extremely

14. How would you rate your level of general intelligence compared to the average
student?
Circle a number on the following scale:
UNINTELLIGENT
1
2
3
Extremely Very Moderately

AVERAGE
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

INTELLIGENT
8
9
Very Extremely

15. In relation to people you know, how would you describe your popularity among your
peers? Circle a number on the following scale:
UNPOPULAR
1
2
Extremely Very

3
Moderately

AVERAGE
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

8
Very

POPULAR
9
Extremely

16. In relation to other people of your sex, how masculine/feminine are you? Circle a
number on the following scale:
MASCULINE
1
2
Extremely Very

3
Moderately

AVERAGE FOR MY SEX
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

8
Very

FEMININE
9
Extremely

17. Would you consider yourself a religious person who, for example, might be interested
in attending (or already does attend) formal religious services?
Circle a number on the following scale:
NONRELIGIOUS
1
2
3
Extremely Very Moderately

AVERAGE
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

8
Very

RELIGIOUS
9
Extremely
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18. How would you describe your honesty compared to that of your friends? Circle a
number on the following scale:
DISHONEST
1
2
Extremely Very

3
Moderately

AVERAGE
4
5
6
Somewhat
Somewhat

7
Moderately

8
Very

HONEST
9
Extremely

19. Where were you when you imagined yourself Flirting? ______________________
20. Where are you most likely to flirt? ___________________
21. Where were you when you imagined yourself with a friend? ____________________
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On a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements.
1. Making a Real Connection with others can be exciting

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. I am good at showing my sexual interest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Men should pursue women, not the other way around

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Flirting is just for fun; people don’t need to be so serious

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Being too physically forward can be a turnoff

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. I really enjoy learning about another person’s interest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. I am good at picking up on the sexual interest of others

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Men should make the first move

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Flirting can be harmless fun

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. People should be cautious when letting someone
know they are interested

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. I really look for an emotional connection with
someone I’m interested in
12. I am good at using body language to flirt

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. Despite how our society is changing, it is still up to a man
to take control in initiating relationships

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. The primary reason I flirt is because it makes me feel
good about myself

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. It is important not to say something overly sexual when
showing interest
16. I love a well-placed compliment from the opposite sex

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. I have no problem letting others know I am interested in them 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. A woman assertively pursuing a man is fine with me

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

19. I flirt with people I have absolutely no interest in

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

20. When dating people should always be polite and
use proper manners

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. Showing sincere interest is the best way to let someone
know you are interested in them

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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22. I always let the opposite sex know when I am
sexually interested in them

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. It doesn’t matter who makes the first move,
as long as it happens

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. There are rules about how men and women should
conduct themselves

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. I wish that we could go back to a time where
formal dating was the norm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. In today’s society, people have to be careful about flirting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

APPENDIX D
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The following pages contain phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the
rating scale next to each phrase to describe how accurately each statement describes you.
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe
yourself as you honestly see yourself in relation to other people you know of the same
sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest
manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement
carefully, and then click the circle that corresponds to the accuracy of the statement.
Please read each item carefully and circle the one answer that best corresponds to
your agreement or disagreement. If you feel the statement is very inaccurate circle 1, if
it is moderately inaccurate circle 2, if it is neither accurate nor inaccurate circle 3, if
it is moderately accurate circle 4, and if it is very accurate circle 5.
Disagree
Disagree a
Neither agree nor
Strongly
little
disagree
1
2
3
1. Worry about things.
1
2. Make friends easily.
1
3. Have a vivid imagination.
1
4. Trust others.
1
5. Get angry easily
1
6. Love large parties.
1
7. Believe in the importance of art
1
8. Carry out my plans.
1
9. Often feel blue.
1
10. Take charge.
1
11. Experience my emotions intensely
1
12. Am always busy.
1
13. Prefer to stick with things that I know.
1
14. Work hard.
1
15. Love excitement.
1
16. Believe that I am better than others.
1
17. Tend to vote for liberal political candidates. 1
18. Sympathize with the homeless.
1
19. Believe that others have good intentions.
1
20. Do not like art.
1
21. Like to tidy up.
1
22. Dislike myself.
1
23. Try to lead others.
1
24. Love to help others.
1
25. Tell the truth.
1
26. Am easily intimidated.
1
27. Am always on the go.
1
28. Seek adventure.
1
29. Avoid philosophical discussions.
1
30. Think highly of myself.
1
31. Find it difficult to get down to work.
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Agree a
little
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Strongly
agree
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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32. Remain calm under pressure.
1
33. Have a lot of fun.
1
34. Believe in one true religion.
1
35. Feel sympathy for those who are worse
off than myself.
1
36. Make rash decisions.
1
37. Love to daydream.
1
38. Handle tasks smoothly.
1
39. Lose my temper.
1
40. Cheat to get ahead.
1
41. Leave a mess in my room.
1
42. Am not easily affected by my emotions.
1
43. Am concerned about others.
1
44. Break my promises.
1
45. Don’t like the idea of change.
1
46. Insult people.
1
47. Set high standards for myself and others.
1
48. Rarely overindulge.
1
49. Know how to cope.
1
50. Love life.
1
51. Get stressed out easily.
1
52. Know how to get things done.
1
53. Avoid crowds.
1
54. Take advantage of others.
1
55. Get back at others.
1
56. Am able to control my cravings.
1
57. Am not interested in theoretical discussions. 1
58. Have difficulty starting tasks.
1
59. Am calm even in tense situations.
1
60. Act without thinking.
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS
The current study has to do with what comes to mind when we use words that refer to
categories. Let’s take the word blue, for example. Close your eyes and imagine a true
blue. Now imagine a green-blue… imagine a purple-blue. Although you might still name
the green-blue or the purple-blue with the term blue, they are not as good examples of
blue (as clear cases of what blue refers to) as the clear “true” blue. In short, some blues
are “bluer” than others.
In the current study, you are asked to judge how good an example of a category of
behaviors. The category is FLIRTATION. Below are 105 behaviors. You are to rate how
good an example of that category each act is on a 7-point scale. A “7” means that you
feel the behavior is a very good example of your idea of what FLIRTATION is; a “1”
means you feel the behavior fits very poorly with your idea of what FLIRTATION is (Or
is not flirting at all). A “4” means that you feel the act fits moderately well. Use the other
numbers to indicate intermediate judgments.
Please think back to the last time you interacted with someone you were
ROMANTICALLY attracted to and with whom YOU FLIRTED.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

I made quick eye contact with them.
I laughed
I touched their shoulder
I touched their leg
I ran my hand through my hair
I straightened up my clothes before we met
I touched their back
I glanced to see if they were looking at me
I found them looking at me
I kissed them
I “play” hit them on the shoulder
I “play” hit them on the leg
I “play” hit them on the butt
I smiled at them
I leaned in toward them
I leaned away from them
I stared at them
I made sure I kept eye contact
I touched their neck
I just focused my attention on them
I ignored them
I sat next to them
I sat away from them
I change my voice intentionally (speaking softer)
I whispered to them
I gave them compliments
I made sexual hints

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
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28. I talked about sex ambiguously
1
29. I asked them if they would like to have sex
1
30. I tilted my head to the side
1
31. I giggled
1
32. I nodded my head
1
33. I argued with them
1
34. I frowned
1
35. I flopped my hair back
1
36. I held their hands
1
37. I kept making eye contact
1
38. I kept looking at other people
1
39. I sat right across from them
1
40. I sat next to them
1
41. I always laugh at their jokes
1
42. I blushed when they complimented me
1
43. I stood close to them
1
44. I can avoid distractions when I am around them.
1
45. I mention going out on a date.
1
46. I talk about my past relationships.
1
47. I find my heart rate increases when I am around them.
1
48. I get sweaty when I am around them.
1
49. I get nervous when I am around them.
1
50. I struggle with what to say
1
51. I hugged them
1
52. I gave them a message
1
53. I talked to them for the most of the day
1
54. I spend most of my time with them
1
55. I text them most of the day
1
56. I spent more time with them than anyone else
1
57. I performed oral sex on them
1
58. I tried to make them laugh
1
59. I dressed really nice around them
1
60. I play bit them
1
61. I send them a text to initiate conversation
1
62. I send back text messages promptly
1
63. I return phone calls promptly
1
64. I made an effort to get to know their friends.
1
65. I asked them, “Are you interested in going out?”
1
66. I turned to face them when speaking in person.
1
67. I talked about current relationships.
1
68. I tilted my head to the side when talking to them.
1
69. I felt confident talking to them.
1
70. I felt nervous talking to them.
1
71. I tried to talk to them as much as I could.
1
72. I waited by the phone for them to respond to my text messages. 1
73. I waited by the phone for them to respond to call.
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
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74. I made an effort to be interested in the things they were interested
75. I adjusted my clothing, so it fits appropriately in front of them.
76. I smirked when we talked.
77. I made sure I had nice looking shoes when I hung out with them.
78. I made sure I had a good looking outfit when I hung out with them.
79. I would drop hints about wanting to spend more time together.
80. I initiated a conversation on their online dating profile.
81. I waited for them to respond to my request to get together online.
82. I initiated/ started the conversation when we were in person.
83. I tried to end talking to them using “uh-huh, yes, ok, and/or no.”
84. I glanced at them frequently.
85. I raised my eyebrows when I looked at them.
86. I acted feisty with them.
87. I acted bubbly with them.
88. I tickled them.
89. I messaged them about facts (e.g., as when the test date was).
90. I messaged them funny things (e.g., like cat videos or memes).
91. I messaged them randomly.
92. I use emojis when texting them.
93. I laugh when they tell a story.
94. I created a nickname for them and told them.
95. I created a nickname for them and told my friends.
96. I made an odd request to see them.
97. I pretended to need their help just to see them.
98. I licked my lips when I talked with them.
99. I put ChapStick, lipstick, or lip balm on before I talked to them.
100. I touched my lips when I talked to them.
101. I asked a lot of questions when I was with them.
102. I made sure they knew I wanted to hang out in the future.
103. I asked them for help.
104. I licked my lips while I maintained eye contact.
105. I asked them to dance.

1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
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Please indicate how often each statement below is descriptive of you.
O indicates, “I often feel this way.”
S indicates, “I sometimes feel this way.”
R indicates, “I rarely feel this way.”
N indicates, “I never feel this way.”
1. I am unhappy doing so many things alone.

O S R N

2. I have nobody to talk to.

O S R N

3. I cannot tolerate being so alone.

O S R N

4. I lack companionship.

O S R N

5. I feel as if nobody really understands me.

O S R N

6. I find myself waiting for people to call or write.

O S R N

7. There is no one I can turn to.

O S R N

8. I am no longer close to anyone.

O S R N

9. Those around me share my interests and ideas.

O S R N

10. I feel left out.

O S R N

11. I feel completely alone.

O S R N

12. I am unable to reach out and communicate with those around me.

O S R N

13. My social relationships are superficial.

O S R N

14. I feel starved for company.

O S R N

15. No one knows me very well.

O S R N

16. I feel isolated from others.

O S R N

17. I am unhappy being so withdrawn.

O S R N

18. It is difficult for me to make friends.

O S R N

19. I feel shut out and excluded by others.

O S R N

20. People are around me but not with me.

O S R N
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Please rate how likely you are to use any one of the following strategies to engage in sex
on a scale from “1” (Never) to “7” (All the time).
I ask directly

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I use code words with which your partner is familiar

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I use more eye contact

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I use touching (snuggling, kissing, etc)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I change appearance of clothing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I remove clothing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I change tone of voice

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I make indirect talk of sex

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I do more favors for the other

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I set the mood atmosphere (music, lighting, etc.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I share a drink

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I tease

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I look at sexual material

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I play games such as chase or light “rough-housing”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I make complements (“I love you,” You’re nice”)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I use some force

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I use suggestive body movements or postures

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I allow hands to wander

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I lie down

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Pattern Matrix
Factors
I get nervous when I am around them
I get sweaty when I am around them
I felt nervous talking to them
I find my heart rate increases when I am around
them.
I struggle with what to say
I made sexual suggestions
I talked vaguely about sex
I asked them if they would like to have sex
I performed oral sex on them
I touched their neck
I play bit them
I kissed them
I spend most of my time with them
I talked to them for most of the day
I spent more time with them than anyone else
I text them most of the day
I smiled at them
I laughed
I nodded my head
I leaned in toward them
I sat next to them
I stood close to them
I just focused my attention on them
I giggled
I sat right across from them
Rotation converged in 6 iterations.

1
.95
.73
.71

2

3

4

.71
.70
.90
.81
.79
.70
.67
.66
.57
.91
.85
.82
.82
.78
.73
.70
.69
.67
.66
.61
.61
.60
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Structure Matrix
Factor
I get nervous when I am around them
I find my heart rate increases when I am around
them.
I get sweaty when I am around them
I felt nervous talking to them
I struggle with what to say
I made sexual suggestions
I asked them if they would like to have sex
I performed oral sex on them
I talked vaguely about sex
I touched their neck
I play bit them
I kissed them
I spend most of my time with them
I spent more time with them than anyone else
I talked to them for the most of the day
I text them most of the day
I smiled at them
I sat next to them
I nodded my head
I laughed
I stood close to them
I just focused my attention on them
I leaned in toward them
I sat right across from them
I giggled
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

1
.94
.77

2

3

4

.73
.72
.68
.89
.84
.73
.73
.72
.69
.64

-.41

.90
.85
.84
.83
.80
.72
.72
.72
.68
.65
.64
.63
.61
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Please Circle Which Emoji’s you are MOST likely to send when flirting over text
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Please Circle Which Emoji’s you are LEAST likely to send when flirting over text

Smily Face
Eye brows
Hearts
Smirk
Cheese
Crazy Face
Crying Streams
Big Smile
Big Laugh
Wink
Angry Face
Tongue Out
Sad Face
Whistle
Cry Laugh
Cry
Sweat
Nervous
Dissapointed
Upset
Blow Kisses
Stern
Close eyes
Worried
surprised
Surprised worried
Gross
Knockout
Shocked
Sad worried
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Flirting Emojis
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